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5.0 PREPARERS AND REVIEWERS 
5.1 List of Preparers 

Joseph A. Jarvis. Project Manager, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.S. and M.S. Wildlife 
Biology, Humboldt State College. Thirty years of environmental experience, including preparation of 
numerous NEPA documents, baseline data collection reports, and permitting for right-of-ways. No longer 
active in project. 

Linda Matthews. Environmental Analyst/ Project Manager, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.S. in 
Environmental Studies, Utah State University, graduate studies in forest ecology, Utah State University. 
Over 20 years of experience researching, preparing, and managing NEPA documents. 

Catherine Clark. Assistant Project Manager, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.A. Geography, 
California State University Northridge, M.S. Environmental Resource Management, University of 
Nevada, Reno. Over 1 1 years of experience in the environmental field. No longer active in project. 

Greg Brown. Biologist, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.S. Natural Resource Management, 
University of Nevada, Reno. Over ten years of experience of performing surveys for special status plant 
and animal species, baseline surveys for wildlife and vegetation studies, seep and spring surveys, and 
water sampling for chemical and water quality analysis. 

Erin Hallenburg. Air Quality Specialist, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.S. Biology, Mt. Union 
College, B.S. Civil Engineering, University of New Mexico. Over 16 years of experience in the 
environmental and engineering field, including air dispersion modeling, regulatory compliance, and air 
quality studies. 

Alan Isaacson. Economist, Isaacson and Associates. B.S. Metallurgical Engineering, M.B.A. Over 15 
years experience in economic field. 

Karla Knoop. Professional Hydrologist, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.S. Watershed Science, 
Utah State University. Seventeen years of experience in surface water hydrology and erosion studies. 
Experience includes channel restoration projects, drinking water investigations, storm water permitting, 
and baseline watershed studies. 

Amy Linnerooth. Environmental Analyst, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.A. Biology, Gustavus 
Adolphus College, M.S. Biology, University of Nevada, Reno. Over six years experience conducting 
biological surveys. Additional experience includes preparation of documents for compliance with NEPA. 
No longer active in project. 

Bill Millar. Geologist, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.S. Environmental Science, University of 
Virginia, M.S. Geology, University of Georgia. Over 16 years of experience in environmental site 
assessment and geological and hydrogeological assessments. No longer active in project. 

Nancy Nething. Geologist, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.S. Geology, Oregon State. Over 
twenty years of experience conducting environmental studies, basin analysis, water resource management, 
environmental compliance and permit applications, and erosion control. No longer active in project. 
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Jenni Prince Mahoney. Environmental Analyst/Archaeologist, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. 
B.A. Anthropology, University of California San Diego. Over thirteen years of experience in cultural 
resource management and four years of research and preparation of NEPA documents. 

Jim Sage. Geologist, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.S. Geology, Fort Lewis College. Over 
three years of experience in geology/engineering including soils testing and surveying. 

David Worley. Biologist, JBR Environmental Consultants, Inc. B.S. Biology, University of Nevada, 
Reno, M.S. Zoology, University of Nevada, Reno. Over 20 years of experience conducting 
environmental baseline surveys for a wide variety of wildlife and plant species including raptors, big and 
small game, bats, aquatic habitat investigations and describing terrestrial and stream ecosystems. 

5.2 List of Reviewers 

Lori Armstrong. Associate Field Manager, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. M.S. in Botany /Ecology. 
Over eleven years experience. No longer active in project. 

Daniel Bond. USDA-USFS. Roads Engineer. Thirty-two years of experience. 

Loren Cabe. Economist, Washington Office Planning Staff. USDI-BLM. M.S. in Resource Economics. 
Thirty years of experience in economics. No longer active in project. 

LaRell Chappell. Soil Scientist, USDI-BLM. B.S. in Agronomy. Thirty-three years of experience in soil 
resources. Retired 2001. No longer active in project. 

Cornell Christensen. Ecosystem Staff Officer/ Richfield Field Office Manager. USDA-USFS Fishlake 
National Forest. Twenty-five years experience in Natural Resource Management. 

Ellen Daniels. Editorial Assistant, USDA-USFS. Over ten years of professional experience. 

Dale Deiter. Hydrologist, USDA-USFS Fishlake National Forest. B.S. in Forestry. M.S. in Forestry. 
Eight years of experience as a hydrologist and over 17 years experience in natural resource management. 

Kay Erickson. Realty Specialist, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. Twenty-two years of experience in 
land management. Retired May 2003. No longer active in project. 

Mary Erickson. Forest Supervisor, USDA-USFS. B.S. Forest Management, M.S. Forest Economics. 
Over 20 Years experience in forest management. 

Frank Fay. Planner, USDA-USFS. B.S. in Forest Management. Eighteen years of experience in 
planning and NEPA preparation. No longer active in project. 

Timothy Finger. Outdoor Recreation Planner, USDI-BLM. B.S. in Zoology. Ten years of experience in 
recreation and visual resource management. No longer active in project. 

Jerry Goodman. Field Manager, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. B.S. in Wildlife. Thirty-four years 
of experience in management. No longer active in project. 
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Larry Greenwood. Wildlife Biologist, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. B.S. in Wildlife Biology; 
M.S. in Botany/Range Science. Twenty-two years experience as Wildlife Biologist; four years 

experience as Range Conservationist. 

Gary Hail. Assistant Field Manager, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. B.S. Range Management. Over 
26 years experience in land management. No longer active in project. 

Craig Harmon. Archaeologist, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. M.A. in Anthropology. Thirty-four 
years of experience in cultural resources. 

Jeanne Higgins. District Ranger, USDA-USFS. B.S. in Forestry. Fifteen years of experience. No longer 
active in project. 

Karl Ivory. Rangeland Management Specialist, USDI-BLM Price Field Office. B.S. in Range Science. 
Seventeen years of experience. 

Linda Jackson. Public Affairs Officer, USDA-USFS. B.S. in Geology and Natural Science. Nine years 
of experience in public relations. No longer active in project. 

Michael Jackson. Geologist, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. M.S. in Geology. Sixteen years of 
experience in geology and mineral resources. 

Rod Lee. Nonrenewable Resource Advisor, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. Thirty-one years of 
experience in lands, realty, and NEPA compliance. 

Dick Manus. Field Manager, USDI-BLM Price Field Office. No longer active in project. 

Jerry Meredith. Field Manager, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. B.A. in Communications. Thirty 
years of experience. No longer active in project. 

Rob Mrowka Forest Supervisor, USDA-USFS. B.S. Resource Management, M.S. Forest Ecology. Over 
30 years experience. No longer active in project. 

Robert M. Neilsen. Industry Economist. BLM Utah State Office. No longer active in project. 
E. Stanley Perkes. Mining Engineer. BLM Utah State Office. No longer active in project. 
Garth Portillo. Archaeologist, BLM Utah State Office. 

Kreig Rasmussen. Wildlife Biologist, USDA-USFS. B.S. in Wildlife and Range Science. Thirteen years 
of experience in wildlife biology. 

Aden Seidlitz. Field Manager, USDI-BLM Richfield Field Office. B.S. Petroleum Engineering. Twenty 
years of experience. No longer active in project. 

Michael Smith. Soil Scientist, USDA-USFS. B.S. in Soil Sciences and Natural Resource Management. 
Twenty-four years of experience in soil science. 

Gene Terland. Director (acting), Utah State Bureau of Land Management Office. 
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George Tetreault. Mining Engineer. BLM Price Field Office. No longer active in project. 

Bob Turtle. Range, USDA-USFS. B.S. in Range Management. Twenty-five years of experience in 
Rangeland Management. 

JimWhelan. Fisheries Biologist, USDA-USFS. B.S. in Fisheries/Wildlife. Twelve years of experience. 
Christopher Wehrli. Assistant Environmental Coordinator, Fishlake National Forest, Richfield, Utah. 
Sally Wisely. Director, Utah State Bureau of Land Management Office. No longer active in project 
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6.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter contains copies of public comments received in response to the Quitchupah Creek Road 
Draft EIS. The responses to comments are provided adjacent to the reproduced comment letters. 
Four hundred and nine public comment letters were received on the DEIS. The letters are organized 
in this chapter by Federal Agency, State Agency, Native American, Local Entity, Group, and 
Individual. Letter numbers were designated in the order comment letters arrived at the agency 
office. Since the letters have been organized into groups, the letters will not necessarily appear in 
this chapter in numerical order. 

A table matrix has been provided to illustrate public concerns in each letter. Group and page 
number where letters can be found are listed within this table. Group form letters make up 85% of 
the comment letters received. The following is a list of the letter groups and associated pages: 

Federal Agency Letters - pages 6-8 through 6-33 
State Agency Letters - pages 6-34 through 6-42 
Native American Letters - pages 6-43 through 6-47 
Local Entity Letters - pages 6-48 through 6-61 
Group Letters - pages 6-62 through 6-129 
Individual Letters - pages 6-130 through 6-169 
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Letter # 


Page # 


Name 


Letter 
Category 


Concerns 


Editorial 


Purpose 
&Need 


PoUcies 


Aircfe 
Noise 


Cultural/ 
Paleo 


Livestock 
Trail 


Socio- 
Economic 


TES/ 
WildUfe 


Visual/ 
Recrea- 
tion 


Water/ 
Soils/ 
Geology 


Wetland/ 

Riparian/ 
Vegetation 


1 


132 


Mark Belles 


1 
























2 


133 


Merlin H. 
Christiansen 


I 












X 












3, 12-95, 
273, 373 


63 


Robinson 
Transport 


G 














V 










4 


35 


Division of Oil & 
Gas 


SA 


X 






















5 


133-134 


Thomas C. Bunn 


I 


X 








X 




X 










6-9 


64 


Barney Trucking 


G 














X 










10 


65 


Barney Trucking 


G 














X 










11 


135-136 


Thomas C. Bunn 


I 


X 








X 




X 










96 


137 


Jeannine Baker 


I 










X 














97 


138-140 


Morgan Robertson 


I 


X 










X 


X 










98, 104, 
148, 274 


66 


Triune, Inc. 


G 














X 










99 


141-142 


Robert E. 
Anderson 


I 








X 




X 


X 










100 


67-68 


RMA Sales Mgt. 
Co. 


G 




X 




X 




X 


X 










101 


36 


Representative 
Bradley T. 
Johnson 


SA 














X 










102 


69-72 


Forest Guardians 


G 
















X 




X 
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T off or H: 


Pa OP a 

X age it 


> 1 1,111 


Letter 
Section 


Concerns 


Editorial 


Purpose 
&Need 


Policies 


Air& 
Noise 


Cultural/ 
Paleo 


Livestock 
Trail 


Socio- 
Economic 


TES/ 
Wildlife 


Visual/ 
Recrea- 
tion 


Water/ 
Soils/ 
Geology 


Wetland/ 
Riparian/ 
Vegetation 


103 


143 


Paul Niemeyer 


I 
















X 








104 


144 


M.K. Axelgard 


I 














X 










105 


37 


UDOT 


SA 














X 










106 


145 


Wesley K. 
Sorensen 


I 












X 












107 


73 


Western Mine 
Tools 


G 














X 










108-146, 
150-179 


74 


Local Citizens 


G 














X 










146 


146 


Kathy Bastian 


I 
























147 


75 


Southeastern Utah 
OHV Cluh 


G 










X 








X 






149 


76 


Morgantown 
Machine & 
Hyorolics or Utah, 
Inc. 


G 














X 










180-267, 
277-298, 
304-336, 
339 


77 


SUFCO Mine 


G 














X 










268 


44-45 


Hopi Tribe 


NA 










X 














269 


147 


Ken Christiansen 


1 












X 












270 


49 


Glenys Sitterud 
Emery City 


LE 










X 


X 












271 


148 


Jammi Siterud 


I 










X 


X 












272 


149 


Seoll Jensen 


1 














X 
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Page# 


Name 


Letter 
Category 
^pf*f inn 


Concerns 


Editorial 


Purpose 
&Need 


PoUcies 


Air& 
Noise 


Cultural/ 
Paleo 


Livestock 
Trail 


Socio- 
Economic 


TES/ 
Wildlife 


Visual/ 
Recrea- 
tion 


Water/ 
Soils/ 
Geology 


Wetland/ 
Riparian/ 
Vegetation 


275 


150-153 


Thomas C. Bunn 


I 












X 












276 


78 


LongwaU West, 
Inc. 


G 














X 










299 


154-155 


Don W. and 
Bonnie P. Keele 


I 














X 




X 






300 


50 


Sevier County 

Economic 
Development 


LE 














X 










301 


156 


Fred S. Jenkins 


1 




















X 




302 


38 


Senator Leonard 
M. Blackham 


SA 














X 










303 


51 


Mayor 
Emery Town 


LE 




X 










X 










337 


79 


Industrial Electric 
Motor Service 


G 














X 










338 


80 


RM Wilson Co. 


G 














X 










340 


157-158 


Lari) D. Brown 


1 




X 






X 




X 


X 








341 


46 


Paiute Indian 
Tribe of Utah 


NA 










X 


X 












342 


81 


Tram Electric 


G 














X 










343 


82 


Tram Electric 


G 














X 










344 


83 


Tram Electric 


G 














X 










345 


84 


Tram Electric 


G 














X 










346 


85 


Tram Electric 


G 














X 
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Letter 
Section 


Concerns 


Editorial 


Purpose 
&Need 


Policies 


Air& 
Noise 


Cultural/ 
Paleo 


Livestock 
Trail 


Socio- 
Economic 


TES/ 
Wildlife 


Visual/ 
Recrea- 
tion 


Water/ 
Soils/ 
Geology 


Wetland/ 
Riparian/ 
Vegetation 


347 


86 


Tram Electric 


G 














X 










348 


87 


Tram Electric 


G 














X 










349 


159 


MicliacI Jcwkcs 


1 














X 










350-367 


88 


SUFCO 
subcontractors 


G 














X 










368 


89 


Custom Supply, 
Inc. 


G 














X 










369, 370 


90-91 


Barclay 
Mechanical 
Services, Inc. 


G 














X 










371 


92-93 


Utah Wildlife 
Federation 


G 














X 


X 








372 


160 


Zanpher Farrer 


1 










X 














374 


52 


Salina City 


LE 














X 










375 


94 


Savage Industries 
Inc 


G 














X 










376 


53 


Jon Sundstrom 
Emery Town 


LE 




X 




















377 


95 


DBT America 


G 














X 










378 


161 


Don Jamison 


1 














X 










379 


162 


Paula Wellnitz 


1 




X 




















380 


96 


Joy Mining 


G 














X 










381-388 


97 


DBT America 


G 














X 
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Page# 


Name 


T pffpr* 

Category 
Section 


Concerns 


Editorial 


Purpose 
&Need 


PoUcies 


Air & 
Noise 


Cultural/ 
Paleo 


Livestock 
Trail 


Socio- 
Economic 


TES/ 
Wildlife 


Visual/ 
Recrea- 
tion 


Water/ 
Soils/ 
Geology 


Wetland/ 
Riparian/ 
Vegetation 


389 


54 


Sevier County 
SSD No. 1 


LE 












X 












390 


39 


Governor Michael 
Leavitt 


SA 














X 










391 


55 


Sevier County 


LE 














X 










392 


56 


Six County Assoc. 
Of Governments 


LE 














X 










393 


163 


Carolcc Hammcl 


I 














X 










394 


57 


Sevier County 
Public Lands 
Advisory 
Committee 


LE 














X 










395 


164 


J. Rick McEwen 


I 














X 










396 


98-99 


Canyon Fuel 
Company ,LLC 


G 












X 












397 


9-17 


US EPA 


FA 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


398 


100-104 


Utah 
Archaeological 
Research Institute 


G 










X 














399 


165-168 


David Sucec 


1 




X 






X 




X 


X 








400 


105-110 


Castle Valley 
Ranches 


G 










X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




401 


40-42 


UDWR 


SA 




X 












X 




X 


X 


402 


111-112 


Utah Farm Bureau 


G 












X 













6-6 



Letter # 


Page # 


Name 


Letter 
Categorv 
Section 


Concerns 


Editorial 


Purpose 
&Need 


Policies 


Air& 
Noise 


Cultural/ 
Paleo 


Livestock 
Trail 


Socio- 
Economic 


TES/ 
Wildlife 


Visual/ 
Recrea- 
tion 


Water/ 
Soils/ 
Geology 


Wetland/ 
Riparian/ 
Vegetation 


403 


113-125 


Utan 
Environmental 
Congress 


G 




X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


404 


126-127 


Southern Utah 
Wilderness 
Alliance 


G 




X 


X 








X 










405 


169 


Kent Petersen 


I 










X 




X 










406 


128-129 


Interwest Mining 
Company 


G 














X 










407 




Unassigned number 


406 




Unassigned number 


409 


58-61 


Emery County 


LE 


X 


X 








X 


X 






X 




410 


47 


Ute Indian Tribe 


NA 










X 














411 


18-33 


U.S. DOT 


FA 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 
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FEDERAL AGENCY LETTERS 



Letters Included: 

Letter #397 - United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Letter #411 - United States Department of the Interior 
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Letter 
#397 



M/l»/(l THE UllT ni Ml IM M4T 



UNITSD 



STATES BMMWUIBIBITM- 



Rcf >EFM( 



Nblic Aibin CHSmt 
FlthUke NKiocal FoniK 
lISEMlWONotth 



KjcWIiW Field Oflloe 
liO tul 'XX No«h 
Xi^M, lit* •4701 



. CO MM-Mi 



FEB 22 axe 



m {• I 













MM. 










■ 


WCTC> 


n. 

ir. ■ II. 










397-1 



wrcoST 

iln^.. ** lt»cc«3 of ttts ptoiec. 
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Response 397-1 

Impacts to resources have expanded text in the FEIS to further describe 
them, as described in responses below. Applicant committed measures 
described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS preclude many of the predicted impacts. 

Economic benefits have been further documented in Section 3.15 in the 
FEIS 



Letter 
#397 



397-1 
cont. 



n/UVM UK 11:1T MS Ml M* (MT 



";.1™32, j, of*» lo provide preccOKu. fot ibc aiviro«n«. *'>^*^ 

oipaMi of tfct N«Iion»l EnvironmeMj Policy 



BIS4 



„i ,11 MiiiMiinii irrir-^-""*— *"'" 
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Response 397-1 cont. 

The construction costs were supplied by Jones & DeMUle Engineering. The 
maintenance costs were derived from the actual costs of maintaining the 
present coal transport road, the Acord Lakes Road. Table 2.6- 1 in Chapter 2 
includes costs to construct the proposed road and alternatives but the 
projected maintenance costs and BMP costs wUl be included in the I'EIS. 

Additional information and analysis has been provided in the FEIS for 
hydrology, soils, socioeconomics, cultural resources, and Native American 
concerns. 



Letter 
#397 








U.S. EnviroDineDtal Proli ction Agency Rating System for 
Draft Environn oDfal Impact Statements 
Definitions a .d Follow-Up Action* 

Environment! 1 Impact of the Action 

LO — Lack«rOljKtiiM( 

The Environmental Protection Agency (BP A} tmAm tmt not M»»l%4 mmy jfnmtfiJ 
environmental impacts requiring substantive change* tO the jmpouL The review nuyhne 

disclosed opportunities for application of miiipalion memna Hut tr*M ^ frntnfiSitKii TtMl ma 
more than minor changes to the proposal. 

BC» Kaviranncntal Cncow 

■urFRileetthaeiwininnKaL CiiiTMti««aMian*nwicqnfae^B«wtofliapi«finad 
ibmttivt, or nyHrMifm rfn.irig.rt~i mTMiiTw ttiit tin rtdiKn thcao inyicti. 

10— iMlnuiiBtii MjediMi 

order to provide adeqiMeinMetiMteteMvimMt ComcdwnMHmnwnvte 

substantial changes to the prefetred OttmUm or oanddcn)iaa of Moie oOer pnject ihaiMhe 
(Midudingtheno-aciionalteniativearaaMrtheniitfaw). E?Ai«eadiloiMfkmihtiwktd 

agency to reduce these impacts. 

W0-- Env.'ronmentally Unsalisfactoiy 

. ,T1ie EPA rHetv bu idenlilM advene eavfatmmciital imiMcts th^ 
magnitude ('lat they are unsatisfactayAom the ttandpoim ofputishnUlorweUinsr 
environmei: al quality. EPA intends to ivoifc with the lead agency to ndnoellMfefavaoli. ITtte 
potential unsaUsfactoiy iiiq»cts are not ooneeted at the final EIS itiVek tUt noponl «ia t« 
recorameodedfbrrefiml to the Council on EnvironmeinalQiia%(CEQX 

CMcgory 1 - - Adequate 

EPA believes the draft HS adequatdy sets forth the envitomaam BqMCt(>) of the 
preferred alternative and those of the ahernatives reasonably avaiMUe to Aepngect or actioa. 

pJQ lUrtllCr flUlllvJtlS of data mllimtiim in iif-rjKirj>rM Ku» tttm — ■ - - .. . jji^ * 

oitaij'jia w uaia wuBBUWI 18 wCCCaMiy, out Uie ftVJft WWTimy I^MBtt me anflftKlB flf 

GlariQnig language or inftnaatioa. 
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Qattdmpah Occk Road Draft EIS 



F»dtndlimidsPoUcv on Piehls-of-Wm 

Section 1763 of Ihc Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 addressing Federal 
land right-of-way corridors states that "In order to minimize adverse environmental impacts and 
llie proliferation of separate rights-of-way. Ilie utilization of riglits-of-way in common shall be 
required to the extent practicable " I he decision-maker should weigh this policy carefully, given 
the significant adverse environmental impacts to multiple resources associated with the action 
alternatives fivttiiiig|»af«qr. WtiletliBdacitionmakerinay have the discretion to override 
this policy, tUl BB iom not lead the nadar to the eonduiioa that it is "impractical" for this mine 
to coaiiiHie to ttilM iu oditiiig liifetKieway ghm AM Ike nte 
to pcmim BO. 

The public purposes loi this project are to save fuel and to promote national efficiency. 
An additional public purpose may be to provide a secondary route to and from the mine in the 
event of an emergency. The private purpose is to provide the SIFCO mine a less expensive way 
to haul coal than the current route, to allow the mine to be more competitive in the coal market. 
Since tU* project is a requeat fat • qifat of way on public iui, and tlim ii ilm^r access to the 
miae, the private purpose is lew n lan aat to this project. TlielMliariai* and otker benefits fiom 

thk imniBCt «llnillH he halanrj/l nrith in tmnnnif «n<l .. n u i mm iiMj J mtm MlH tmymrf 

The documented economic costs of the road appear to raoge ftom $6. 1 million (Ah. B 
fb» passing lane on S R - 1 ( i ) t u S 1 4 I million (Alt D plus passing lane on SR- 1 0). These road 
building costs seem conservative, and do not appear to take into account the costs of maintenance 
on the new road, the impacts to the livestock industry (not quantified in the DI-.IS). cultural 
impacts, habitat fragmentation (not discussed in the DEIS, but a major impact of roads to the 
ecosystem), riparian impacts, and visual/aesthetic impacts The cost of mitigation for cdtutat and 
gnging Usuea alone could be whiittnlial and are not clearly taken into account. 

Tilt benaBli la tanna offlNl eeit lavingi appear to tang* ftom 1,194,(67 gallons per year 
(Ak. D) to l,S07,SS6 gallons per year (AH. C). Benefits also indude improved acoeas tat tha 
public to these puHk lands, minimal bqiefits to commuters from Emery County, an ah t ni aliv e 

route in case of emergencies, and the savings in costs of improvements on SR-10 (they range 

from S()3.635 (Alt. D) to $918,181 (All C) --SR-10 will need to be upgraded for the coal traffic 

no matter which altcnialive is selected. The savings comes in haviiig to improve less of SR-10 
via aome of the akenalnw* becauae of the ahoftaned ti^). 

It is not clear aoattUadooiaNDtiilHlberaaaeaBMsnie and emirdiwiental costs oftUa 
project outweigh the bewfta. Tim dowiaMldoea not aJdiaailmiir long die mine will be in 
opentkw. TtoactthatthaiidnehaaooidiaBtaaxkadkigoiitiewtnlyaanliriiga^ 
iiotiieedlfaenadtanHunlamviabiB^.bi«aieiBtenatedtaiBORaaii«tlMirp The 
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Response 397-2 

The reference to FLPMA is noted under Alternative A; the FEIS discusses 
complications in maintaining the cturent road system vmder increased 
production and transport. See the discussion in Section 2.1 in the EIS 
(Alternative A -No Action) where it discusses the complications in 
maintaining the existing road system due to increased truck traffic, 
especially Acord Lakes Road and SRIO. Periodic traffic congestion is 
expected on Acord Lakes Road if all the truck traffic has to use this road in 
the upcoming years of increased production at the SUFCO Mine. 

Response 397-3 

The costs for the road in the DEIS are construction costs; maintenance 
would be the responsibility of the county (SCSSD). The tolls from coal 
trucks would reimburse the SCSSD for all the costs of the road. The 
mitigation costs will not be known until the decision notice is issued 
detailing required mitigation but are estimated to be $0.4 to $0.6 million. 
The savings on transporting coal would easily pay for the road, road 
maintenance, and mitigation. The mine will operate 15-20 years on present 
known reserves but potential for additional reserves exists adjacent to the 
mine operating area. 

The SUFCO Mine was Utah's largest coal producer in 2004. SUFCO and 
dependant trucking companies provided 20 percent of the non-farm 
employment and 28 percent of the personal income in Sevier County in 
2002. The mine is an important component of local economies. The 
presence and stability of the SUFCO Mine, and the families that support it, 
guarantee a continued demand in both Sevier and Emery cotmties for bank 
loans, mortgages, utiUties, and other goods and services. This adds to the 
economic stability of both counties. 

The construction costs were supplied by Jones & DeMille Engineering. The 
maintenance costs were derived from the actual costs of maintaining the 
present coal transport road, the Acord Lakes Road. Table 2.6- 1 in Chapter 2 
includes costs to construct the proposed road and alternatives but the 
projected maintenance costs and BMP costs will be included in the FEIS. 

The competitive bids to transport coal forces the trucking firms to use the 
most fuel-efficient truck. The SUFCO Mine has a very high efficiency 
rating far out producing other coal mines on a per unit of labor basis, see 
Section 2. 1 Alternative A - No Action. The proposed road is at a lower 
elevation for most of its length than the Acord Lakes Road so generally it 
would be more likely to be open in the winter when the other roads are 
blocked by storms. 

However, in an effort to lessen impacts additional mitigation measures will 
be incorporated into the FEIS as Applicant-Committed Environmental 
Protection Measures. The response 397-lalso explains the economic 
benefits. 



doctmiett laiii expl^ bdiw wlqr it it the piUie'i iiMM to gntf • 1^ 
™B jam agMeut a w i w i i iii nM l j l impact!. 



To provide a clearer picture ot^Oie economic costs and benefits, we reconiniend lliat tiie 
DEIS provide information on how long the mine intends to be viable, the maintenance costs of the 
new road, and the costs ofnutigtttiiig fin- impact). We believe mitigation may be requiivd for 
oiiluial, water quality, vvetland, wildlife, and aeatfeedcMaaalimpa^ Itisalso 
uKhvhownaichoftliecoatofthisprojecttlieiniiwwiOpqrlaGlciotoli. Will the loOieimr 
Ike eadn coat of die project, includii^ maintenance coeta, or ate the Ooon^ and Fedeol 
gBvenmot piddqg up some of the costs? 

For both legitimate public purposes, i e . reducing fljel usage and allowing a second road 
for emergencies, there may be other alternatives that meet the purpose that do not involve 
building roads. For example, in section 2-2 1 , there is a short discussion on conveyor systems to 
convey eoai^ but it is ruled out as economically inCMUaL KtMOldbeiiaefiiltokiKiwhow 
eji p e aiive flie conveyor system might be, and whether tte wBii yotieroptiona. ThereabouU 
be acae discussion about vrays SUFCO couM cut cost^ ttb t Om mora tfSdsUI tmcka M an 
opdoa, efficiency techniques to reduce energy us«ge at te fldiie iWlC wUdi would seive the 
same purpose as building a new road In terms of an emetgency, the DEIS does not explain what 
this entails. Would helicopters work in an emergency? Is the need to rescue miner.s from 
underground shafts, and if so, how would emergency crews get there faster from one of these 
alternate routes, or is there a better option? Where would they be coming from ' Why is the one 
existing road not adequate for emergencies? How often is 1-70 completely closed in this area for 
we a lli e i ora wiriiwIa Decewitaiiflgtliftaaadfcran Bl le in i lc rodlel? iaAmalioii answering these 
qneaiioiia would be hrirfti In iMaMini whMlw dian an oAtr ttaM^ 
and whether this iaale giliiii a t e fpoee. 

Cultural Impacts 

The impacts to cultural resources appear to be major for all the alternatives except the no 
action alternative for this project. There appears to be no mitigation plan for preserving the rock 
art or any tiles eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, and no obvious resolution 
with the Penitei^ who hn« cg^raased oppoatam to ai7 piqect dong Quiidm^ 
human activity could impact the saoedoeas <^the canyon. Weauggeettliatifanytrf'tlwbiBU 
aheinatives aie conaidend, ■ B>%Mko phD need* to be develapad a advuM fbr dtenam 
so that all paitiee eaaeonrider the coal* nd lime iimdved in iiitigtfh«fiir the cukiudi^^ 
this project. 

Waer Quality 

Downstream of the project area and upstream of its confluence with Ivie Creek, 
Qaiid»pahCi«afcitlimdooUlak'*3a3(d[>liatii*taialdiiialMdaafidt(I^ 
eegmea. It appemqnitolk^rlhMAllnaihm A ndBiMiMcoMiliitt to die water quality 

2 
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Response 397-3 cont. 

Savings to SUFCO relate directly to long-term economic resilience of 
Sevier County. Many environmental protection measures (See Chapter 2 
Alternatives) and mitigation measures (See resource sections in Chapter 3 of 
EIS) have been incorporated to reduce, minimize, and compensate for 
environmental impacts. 

Response 397-4 

Other alternatives to reduce fuel consumption may include a slurry line or 
other means of transport such as available. However, due to the remote and 
rugged location of this mine, trucking coal to loadouts is the simplest 
method of transportation. The conveyor and slurry systems require water in 
quantities that are not available and also are not feasible due to engineering 
constraints of the terrain indicating they are not economically feasible. 

The SUFCO Mine has a very high efficiency rating far out producing other 
coal mines on a per unit of labor basis, see Section 2. 1 Alternative A - No 
Action. It is outside the scope of this project to analyze efficiency 
techniques to reduce energy usage at the mine itself in comparison with 
reducing fuel and time costs to deliver coal. 

1-70 has never been closed for a 24 period of time during the last 30 years 
(Washburn, 2002); the interstate has been closed for about 1-4 hours at a 
time during white-out snow conditions. Accidents along 1-70 generally close 
the highway for no more than four hours at a time (Washburn, 2002). An 
additional transportation route is not the purpose of this project but rather a 
shorter route that provides cost savings. 

Response 397-5 

Alternative D avoids all known ctiltural resource sites near that route; 
therefore, there are no direct impacts to sites if that route is chosen. Due to 
the confines of the canyon, there are some cultural resource sites that could 
not be avoided along Alternatives B and C. Alternatives B and C have been 
rerouted in the area of the rock art in order to avoid direct impacts to it. 
Secondary impacts could still occur. The applicant-committed measures in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS include processes to reduce or eliminate impacts to 
eligible cultural resources. Specific cultural mitigation is dependent on 
which alternative is chosen but may include avoidance, data recovery, 
intensive recordation/mapping, historic research, oral interviews, and/or 
public exhibits and education. After the ROD is issued, a site specific 
Mitigation Plan would be completed for the chosen alternative. The 
Mitigation Plan would have to be approved by the SHPO, the administering 
land agency, and consulting parties; a Memorandum of Agreement (MO A) 
would also be completed between the agencies and consulting parties. The 
tribes have been asked and accepted consulting party status. Consultation 
and resolution with the tribes is on-going. An ethnographic study was 
conducted with the Paiute Tribe (Stoffle 2004) and summarized in Section 
3. 13 of the EIS. The Quitchupah Creek canyon possesses sacred values for 
the Paiute Tribe. 



problem downstream, and it is possible that Alternative D would also cootfibule, but less so. 
AUioiiBli it a ntMi m «M(ian 3.4 tM n jBfiavsd iwri dMi^ 
sedimentation and taOraty into the drainage* from the taMng ea viro muant. dm ii m data 
provided in support of that concluson. We suggcit mem iaSmMdoii on Imr the new road 
design would improve the situation. The existing unpaved jeep trail IflcieiycoiKiRjutcg to the TPS 
problem, as well as natural eroaon, drainage from the miiie and r^tariait area inpacti ftom 
Gvaatocfc. ABofllKieakauldbeevduatcdtoHe'nlMfeiiiiiiiovaHMsm 

In addition, there is no information in the DEIS on whether die roid will be sanded or 
chemicals used during the winter months as normal winter mainteaanoa. Saul and chemicals will 
OM i l ii liM e to the impairment of ftailBum. UilaMlliaexiMii|gjeaptniiltilMiaal;itwiUitill 
eontribute to the problem, and AeCeiSdoeiBtit^pedfiealyiy flat it will tetatan ffflw 
jeep trail will be coming out, please explain wiMbarATVi "■• ■-— ^-j- 1-"^ trrt Hh^y tn imfctr 
spur trails on their own in the area, in wUgk cue the problcai of amiM aod lediBHBtatiaii liam 
jeep trails perssti. nemaddi«s8«4ntliertia«iiaiiHii«b uiliiAglbertliecadMiivjteptnil 
be doieii under cadi of die buad iHnnHivw. 

EPA feels strongly that any action taken in tins area should not further contribute to the 
TDS problem, and in Saa the Sute of Utah has as a goal restoring the beneficial uses of all 
inpaindwitwbadiei. WeamMtttatiseddilioatobeat management practioeitaiceodiiiii« 

UilMlnlflfinn^ iriMfil am ItMMiinwwrf m thm AnnmKmmt mmH fSl l/^n^ appr^pr;^^^^ IllitigfttiOll fee tekSU 

to improve the problem in the 303(d) listed stremtegnent Actions such as monitoiingto mrn 
the mine's contribution to the problem and ad di e id i ig ttat, addressing graziitg and instream ealde 

watering in proximity of the stream, using best management practices to control erosion while 
building and maintaining the road, as well a.s removing the existing jeep trail and stabilizing soila^ 
no matter which alternative is selected, should be addressed. Any permit required for stream 
reeKgnment should require these improvements We suggest that at a minimum, SUFOO m mli nl 
a iwrtlinwii analysis to see how much the mine is contributing to the problem. 

is not dear from the (fiscussion what the state cftiie water was in this area, pcior to 

mining It is stated that Quitchupah Creek receives a ■^■■M-'— ■■ amount of flow ftom nrine 
discharges, but nowhere does it say what the ini|MCiifiamflloiediiellH|etllli|^be orwhadwr 
this project will or will not exacahote these ■"puflf 

Noise 

The DEIS state* that the increase in noise levels will affect wildlife, but there is no analysis 
cftheini|iaelaaawiMlifckandi»natigatiaiinie«siira*|>D|NMedfiM:dieiffl|MKts. lUsifaouldbe 
•ddtsHed in nueli gNMer deial. 

The air qvaiily aialy^ Vpeafi ioinfliciant and naloee no OMatioii of llie eOaet the ehai^ 
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Response 397-6 

The final EIS has been revised to include a more extensive description of 
the BMPs associated with the proposed road design, construction, and 
maintenance. Further, it has been revised to include details on applicant- 
committed and agency-committed measures, which are intended to help 
minimize sediment/salinity impacts. Lastly, the EIS has incorporated an 
extensive monitoring plan which would ensure that chronic 
sedimentation/erosion sources associated with the road project are 
addressed, and that water quality goals are met. All of these measures 
combined would minimize the potential for increasing the amount of total 
dissolved solids in Quitchupah Creek above current levels, in spite of some 
localized areas of increased erosion due to increased areas of disturbance. 

The final EIS has been revised to describe the potential impacts to 
Quitchupah Creeli from using a sand/salt combination for winter deicing. 
These impacts would be minimized through the use of several specific 
BMPs, also included in the final EIS. 

The final EIS has clarified the fact that under Alternatives B and C, most of 
the existing jeep road would be covered over by the new road alignment, or 
reclaimed. Very litde of the existing road would remain, as shown in the 
EIS. Under Alternative D, most of the existing road would remain as is and 
subject to use, however the applicant has committed to instaUing and 
maintaining water bars on the existing road to provide a measure of runoff 
control. 

As described in Section 3.3 of the EIS, the existing mine drainage from the 
SUFCO mine is permitted under the UPDES wastewater discharge program 
and is generally of better quality in regard to TDS that the receiving waters 
to which it discharges. The final EIS has an added discussion on this issue. 
Rehabilitating 303(d) waters is outside the scope of this proposal. BMPs, 
environmental protection measures, and mitigation will contribute to the 
overall improvement of the 303(d) sections of Quitchupah Creek. 



Response 397-7 

The impact analysis for noise and wildlife appears in the FEIS. See 
Response 411-5. 

Response 397-8 

There will be no air quality impacts tmder any of the build alternatives 
(See Section 3.1). 



in air quality win have on iriUHhta the vidnity of the new nMuL While it states that the net 
change in air emissions wil desnue, it does not analyze effitelmfyiriBt the iaqMCt of te 
increase in air emissions is the victaity of the action ahemathe* be OB niiim toi vageWian. 

The air emissions will increase over what there is today in the vicinity of the three Mtiai 
alternatives In addition, since the project area is not that far from Class 1 areai (nitiaild pabX 
the air quality discussion should address visibility and haze issues in the am. 

Cmmliaive Imnaea 

bftnnriion <m the omrtD pkbire ofOe ecoiyiln fa iiiKh lUi pn;^ 
behelpM A paragraph or two (not overloading the mdertxttdtfriQaiv^ is happeriiv to 
the Wasatch Plateau, and maybe the Colorado Plateau, md tte Cafando Khwr would be usebl to 

put the impacts of this project in perspective. The impacts to resounetfiom one small project 
may look insignificant, but when placed in the context of the region and odiareeliaas, the big 
picture clarifies what is happening to a resource The overall impacts this project would have in 
the mioil is not somethnig thia document makes clear. In addition, assessment of the 
(onraamental impacts of ■ nad ia a largely undisturbed natural ecosystem should be done by 
pbdiig k in the oootext of ai MMgnUm wnwoh. 

Although there are several mentions of cumulative nnpacts m the document, it doei not 
appear that they have been analyzed sufficiently. We suggest that a list of past, present and fiilaa 
actions be included, and information on the temporal boundaries be discussed for each resource^ 
and why the boundary was chosen There is some information on the geographic boundaries in 
section 2.7, but no reason given for those boundaries. The section of the Quitchupah Creek 
watenked adeeted a* the (etvnpUc bonadaiy te addnin« CDBidsthre impacts mig^ 
but the feaaons fin- its sekctiao should be expfained. Wbgrii flat boundaiy sufficient, fiw 
example, for threatened and endangered spedes? A mffirfft iiii«lyj« tmmy mopif l««lrli^ «t « 
species' entire habitat area. The cumulative impacts discussion on water reaourcea dicnild at least 
include the mine and its impacts, and start with whatever we know of the quality of the water 
before mining began here The document should also discuss the cumulative impacts of hunting, 
particularly the impact in the fiiture with increased access for hunters, as well as the impacts of 
grazing, the potential for fiduregaidrilliiigiallieaiw and ooal bed meduBM^ and tl»iiKnaaed 
production oteoaL 

liKfitect inqaela also need to be dociaatnta^ and aepanled ftoD diieet aial eunMvs 

impacts- 

Habilat Fraemeraalion 

In gsunl, the fragmentation of habitats caused by roads is of^en severe. Transportation 
lOUlaa can be dwarrihwi as "disturbance corridors" that disrupt the natural, more homogeneous 
JandaeapA, llieaa daUrinnoes can inchxie physical disruption to the continuous v^etative 
ooiiiBBaiiq^ dianvlioo to tin sInicluK and finwtioa of hditat; and iuipacla to leaidem wildlilb 
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Response 397-9 

A general description of land use on the Wasatch Plateau and Muddy Creek 
drainage of the Colorado River has been inserted in Section 2.8 of the FEIS. 
The boundaries of the cumulative effects area coincide with the rugged 
physical boundaries of the watershed which naturally limit human activities 
and their effects. These boundaries serve as a general guideline as specific 
cumulative effects are discussed by the natural and man-made limits unique 
to that resource. As indicated in Appendix D, the actions are fairly limited 
for the cumulative effects area, as there are a lack of agency or other 
development actions planned for the future. The cumulative analysis has 
been revised for each resource in the FEIS . The rationale for the cumulative 
effects analysis areas is explained in the speciaUst reports included in the 
project record. 



Response 397-10 

We have reviewed the EPA document on high way development and refer to 
it in the revisions of some of the sections in the FEIS to better reflect the 
barrier and fragmentation potential of the proposed road. The revision is in 
the context that due to the poor quality of soils in the project area and the 
sparseness of the vegetation most of the habitats would be classified as low 
quaUty. The revision discusses the effects of noise in confined sites, the 
frequency of truck traffic, the human activity, and the physical barrier the 
road may be in the ecosystem. 



whdl HBBt 'jegot'ft*. tolerate and cope with the habitat baniers. Specifically, coal trucks coming 
down »t 3-aiimteiiiianMk Ml « p«v~l iin«H pmuM. -w* ifim nl rMiirt t. nnii ihmilrl be CTrnhintod 
biUaEIS. AMiwgfciMtU act «liighiwff,« good wfl w wB B dec MUM for tMs^ 
~£i«riHiMhn<j^£iEioA«torfiiqp«w>« BPAdocMmenl, Ainil 1994 

(eodoied). 

Given that the DFIS states that the aquatic community is under stress and that the 
macroinvenebrate community indicates the poor condition of the aquatic ecosystem of 
QiiilGiiii|Mh Cteek (lectioo 3.8^ information we have that a new species of insect was found 
in tUa dninage, we tequeat dwt a complete, loqg-tenn (e.g., more than one sample) biological 
iimittoiybecoaduGiediiitlnaiMpriarton9im|Ncioocuaii«. XlwMadiMdwiildbede«gDed 
and condiicled Iqr qinlified bMdogiM. ciiperieoced m die local 

The document should address whether the FishLake National Fonat lai a Anit atudlld 

for aquatic habitat capability Typically Forest standards require 60-75% of cvaiUji^ baUtat 
capabihtv he maintained It would be helpful to know whether the mad pujcci pint CUmillalive 

actions would cause an exeedence of available habitat capabili^. 

Threateneti and hjidansered Species 

Ti.^i.fc»^.{..i i .r . r — — : T^'rfnjjr^ aiiiiwii iK li 

adequate For example, for the Wright Fishhook Cactus, the field amv^ini daw hM^, but 
we have no information on whether that is when the species flowerit making it ewiar to detect 
For the Last Chance Townsendia, it is stated that flowering occurs in Apiil and May, but the 
survey was done in June of 2000. Why? For the Mexican Spotted Owl, no infonnation is given 
on why it is not "expeaed to occur" in the general vicinity of the pntiect (and wint does general 
vicinity mean?). We suggeat that oioninfinnaliaa flam die FWSKoioiMAaaeeaBert tie 
placed in this document 

PilnM/fffffmTrir 

It appears that the aesthetic qualitiea of llie ceaiw wM t» aiawd fl ii w e i. Waai^gMt 

more specific information on reclaiming acres that wiD lie ^UniM . UtaraMkm OQWhadiK' 
ntiye species w ill be planted and the area returned to as natunl a setting aa poaiiiile would be 
advisable as mitigation for visual impacts. 

In addition, it appears that a significant amount of fill and blasting will occur for 

AltenutiveD, wUdiwaeeaatinad thoroughly m the attachment It would be helpful to identify 

plaoei when bridgae or aiberti alight not be a better practice both fi-om an ecological and an 
aeathetiovienpant 
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Response 397-11 

Qualified biologists re-sampled Quitchupah Creek in 2002 for 
macroinvertebrates. On-going monitoring of macroinvertebrates is not part 
of the scope for this Project. There was little difference between previous 
sampling and sampling in 2000. 

See Section 3.7 Fisheries and Aquatic Resources in the FEIS. The aquatic 
insects capttu^ed at Station Quitch-04 are rare, but these are not new species. 
This project complies with the Fishlake National Forest LRMP standards for 
the management area and aquatic wildlife monitoring. 



Response 397-12 

The additional information in the BA is included in the I'EIS that details the 
survey methods and results, and clarifies the status of Northern Spotted Owl 
in the project area. The information on MIS species is included in the 
Wildlife Technical Report. USFWS has concurred with the determinations 
found in the BA. 



Response 397-13 

In Section 2.2, the reclamation plan is explained and two seed mixes are 
included, one for the higher elevations and one for the lower elevation 
saline soils. The seed mixes are agency specified and include native 
species. The acres to be reclaimed for each build alternative are included in 
this section of the FEIS. 

Some of the terrain along Alternative D, Water Hollow, is so dissected by 
ephemeral drainages that even with bridges, cut and fill would be needed. A 
few bridges have been proposed as wildlife mitigation on Alternative D, in 
consultation with DWR to determine the best locations. 



Siimmmmud Justice 



It appears that many in the agricultural community in these counties may be affected by 
the additional cost of trucking livestock from areas they now graze, as well as the anticipated lOld 
coUisions of livestock with vehicles. Theie unpacts should be analyzed and quantified. 
Information on the ranching ceaimiiii|y and bow it will be aflbotad bjr tbit inject ■fanild be 
uKhided in this document 



CaaultaHon on 404 

The DEIS states that 404 issues (wetlands, aquatic life and stream alteration) wiD be 
addressed later, once an alternative is sdeaed. EPA recommends strongly that the 404 issues, 
particularly as they relate to impact avoidance through alignment modification, should be 
addressed prior to the ROD. There are many benefils to including infoiniation to ,'iupport both 
the DEIS requirements and the CWA section 404 requirements in the same NEPA process in 
order to disclose all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to aquatic ecosystems, as well as to 
bring avoidance, minimization, and mitigation requirements (i.e., section 404 CWA requirements) 
eiilyaiidoaaitawtfytlifaqgklheprooeii. ShoaldlheUSFSandBLMiniceedwilhtbiipKiject 
without the nrmwwyhilbnn i tkm thittbeCoipi and EPAi»qiifa»faM 
iniMKtt^tteCoqpiiiiarbeflKwdirithadeciaknlDaqipleBKott^ 
fMult m addUooal ooM aad delqfi. 



Mitigation for this project is exuemely sparse. Impacts from the action alternatives appear 
to be significam and mitigation may be appropriate for cuttutal, water quality, wetlands, wildlife 
and aeathclii/viauil imnKta^ at a Diniinuai. 



There are several connected actions that should be discussed and evaluated in this DEB. 
SR- 1 0 has to be upgraded because of the increased coal traffic whether or not an action 
alternative is selected It is a connected action, and should be discussed and evaluated in this 
DEIS If our analysis is incorrect and it is not a connected action, it nonetheless should be 
discussed as a project in the cumulative impacts section. Widening bridges, rcpaving 20 miles of 
nad and adding passing lanes are major actions that should be evaluated In addition, any 
altenittejeqi or ATV trails the USPS or BLM might put in to replace the jeep traU on 
Quitdivdi CM ilHMld ba aMbMtd aa Hlber ■ eoneeied aelKa or m the chhW 
aectiaa Itiavb«(«Mand4rlbnieeridetiMolbvATVtiAwaaidiiiBt(iiaiiaintfae^ 
ghitn bKnaiad pobBe aeoeM to USPS and BUI haidt. 
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Response 397-14 

No low income or minority populations liave been identified in tlie Project 
Area; tliere are no envirotmiental justice impacts. 

Approximately 1,5 miles of fenced cattle trail would be constructed along 
the western end of the proposed road, where topography constraints limit 
free trailing outside the road corridor (See Sections 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 and 
Section 3,8), A few selected underpassess would be constructed so cattle 
could move within the allotments for grazing and watering as planned in 
Alternative C. 

The fall drift of cattle down East Spring Canyon would allow the cattle to 
move down Convulsion Canyon to Quitchupah Creek or be gathered at the 
east boundary fence. Cattle drifting down Broad Hollow would enter a 
gathering facility located on the north side of Accord Lakes Road then be 
trailed down Convulsion Canyon utilizing the fenced cattle trail. The 
SUFCO Mine would provide water when cattle are present in the holding 
corrals. 

Response 397-15 

The I'EIS contains a full disclosure of impacts and mitigation for regulated 
waters. The mitigation will also be included as part of Chapter 2. The 
mitigation design for wetlands and riparian zones would meet of exceed a 
3:1 replacement ratio and accommodate function and values needs as 
defined by the COE. 

Response 397-16 

Applicant committed measures for the resources including cultural, water 
quality, wetlands, wildlife, and visual, is included as design features which 
have been added as part of Chapter 2, Specific cultural mitigation is 
dependant on which alternative is chosen but may include data recovery, 
intensive recordation/mapping, historic research, oral interviews, and/or 
public exhibits and education. The mitigation required would compensate, 
reduce, or eliminate impacts to eligible cultural resources. After the ROD is 
issued, a site specific Mitigation Plan would be completed for the chosen 
alternative. 

Response 397-17 

The upgrade of SR-10 will occur because it is a substandard road and coal 
truck traffic will use it regardless of the alternative selected. The 
Alternative B, C, and D jimctions with SR- 10 and the needed modifications, 
such as additional lanes and bridge expansion, are discussed in the FEIS. 
There are no plans to include an ATV trail in Quitchupah Creek by either 
agency. 
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ER 02/261 





May 7,2002 



DearMtEHdoaa: 



The Depaitment of the Inlcrior (DOI) has rc\te\ved l[ic Qujtchupah Creek Road Diaft 
Environmoital Impact Statement (DEIS), and ofTers the following conunents. 

Hie dociiniait analyzes finir ahmiativR: 

• Altemative A-ThcNo Action Ahemaii\ e. 1 rucks would OMttiiiue to Invd the ocistii^iwle 
via the Aeon) Lakes Road to 1-70, then SK- 1 0. 

• AhenathreB -The Fmpoaad Action. (Juitcbupah Creek Road would be realigned aod 9,2 
milesofanexistingroad/liaawaiiUlwsanvMadtoaiMvedinid. ThoewouldbcaaMp 
grade ascent on SR-10. Distuiliaiice by the Iboliirtatafihe road oonidor would be 8S.4 acres, 

17.4 acres temporarily, and 45 acres permanently. 

• Alternative C- Alternate Junction with SR-10 and Alternate Design. Disturbance by the 
footprint of the road oonidorinnU be 104,8 acns. rim liii imiilfuiiiiiiniiMkiilMlii i 
approximately 20 feet wide and 70 fid loaft phs 1&3 mOea of fenditg would be i~— p-f tfi l 
into the design along QuileliiipabOmk. Twoo(lieriiidHpaiaa(waiildbe«dded,<neiBder 
the existing Asocd Lake Roed and a seeood at Bnad Hollow to fieilitale spiiaE and fin 
trailing. 

• AhemativeD- Water Hollow AUgnmem. Dtstmbance by the footprint oflfae toad eocridor 

would be ISS.4 acres. This Alternative would leave Quitchupah Creek rood after 2.0 miles 
and follow an existing jeep trail across Water Hollow Benches and then Salteratus BendNS. it 
would lequiie 9 crossings of pereonial and qifaemcial drainages that ate tributaiy to 
QvilGte|iab Greek. 
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Letter 
#411 

411-1 
411-2 




Response 411-1 

Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Set-vice under section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act was completed. USFWS has concurred with the 
determinations found in the BA (Appendix G). The subspecies of the 
southwest willow flycatcher in the project area is not the subspecies listed 
on the T&E species list. 

Response 411-2 

Applicant committed measures and mitigation measures would mitigate for 
the loss of wetlands and riparian zones. See Sections 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, and 3.5 
in the FEIS for discussions on applicant committed measures and mitigation 
which include revegetation with native species. Applicant Conmiitted 
measures include fencing of 4.7 miles of the riparian area to limit where 
livestock can water in the stream. 




MaiyC.Blidaoii,FoiaiS«p«viMr 2 

CMWdUiaD wib Iks U& M< WiMlift Ser^GC (FWS) undv leetion 7 0 
Speciet Act (ESA) of 1973, 16 US.C { 1536 ha not been oomphlad for this project, but ii 
ongoing. w<- *-vp^ Hwt iM« mmfMim jiCT^ f.. ffmiplHwl priw tft piihlif ntKm of tlie Final 
Environmental Impact Statonnt (fBS) md the results of the oonsuHitioii will be addressed in 

that document. 

The analysis of impacts is somewhat general, which makes delciminalion of significance 
difBcull. The significance of impacts can only be detemiiiied ttanugh addition of context such as 
site-specific quantification of impacts and comparison of those impacts to conditions on a local, 
regional or national level. We believe that the analysis of habitat loss, road effects (direct 
mortality, habitat fragmentation, noise, long-term impacts), air and water quality, blasting 
distubance, impacts to laptois, and cumulative effects fiom Ibis propoeal should be modified 
and expanded, OurconpgiMMepicaenledinfliBiMtowiagpaiayipln. 

All the action alternatives would open extensive fish and wildlife habitat along the light-of-my 
and in the surrotmding area to disturbance that is a marked departure from previous practice, and 
yet little mitigation is offered for this loss of habitat and habitat value. According to the 
document, between 45 and 54 acres of pemiajient disturbance to vegetation would occur from 
direct impacts (page 3-54, Irreversible or hrclricvable Conunittnent of Resources and Residual 
AdvenetapMt). AUiiia(|i2.75 acres of3.3lostripariaiiv^etalica«aDUbe restored in 
conjunction wilh Thieatened and Endangeied Species mitigation, there is no mitigation proposed 
for the remaining 0.5S acres. While riparian areas in Utah comprise only approximately 2% of the 
land, they provide essential habitat for approximately 70% of wildlife at some time in their life 
history, and any loss is significant. Additionally, we could find no mitigation offered for the loss 
of 60-70 acres of upland vegetation that the document states would not be reclaimed post-project 
Depending on the alternative, approximately 73 acres of greasewood, 0.3 acre of Douglas-fir 
woodkod, 2j-44 aetei of nmnlain tntb, l-<$ acres of pinyon-junvar, er 23 neni of low dbnib 
veselation would be distmbed. Hie documem does not specify the amount of leclanmion by 
vegetation type. A significant loss of one vegetation type more dun others may lead to a localized 
ecosystem shift and impacts to associated wildlife species. As noted in the document (page 3-56X 
the vegetation types within the project area provide habitats for many species of birds. .Several 
neo-tropical migratory birds protected by the .Migratory Bird Treaty /\cl (MBTA)(lfi U.S.r. 
§703-712) and on the Partners in Flight Priority Species List may inhabit or migrate through the 
projectam. SpectoaiiiaBngidignnjDiparioobidac v*y*i>)BaadPiiignajqr- Speeieswhidi 
may utilize dinibhMtMthiidDdeViigfaiia'swaibkr and saga apanow. Therefore, we 
recommend that the FEB: (1) specify how much of which vegetation type you will attempt to 
reclaim; (2) note what pmportion of each vegetation type will be lost from the immediate syslcni; 
and (3)developniitigatioafordielossof each type. Mitigation conaideralioiis include: 
rasloalioa or r^placemeM of lo«t h«bitM Qv« to the cgdeot piMtieAle and whan >|ipra|iriat« 
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mtontiaa efEbits wiD not prioritize bibitat luttaU* facgaaiat at flu cost of habitat for neo- 
lni[iical miirataiy biids; rav«|etatiaa with nalive apeeia to the «xlait practicable; a vigorous 

to ledRH imuffieincia. 

AconunoneiiDrintheanalysboriii.p.i.'i- m v,:;;;[i:l- i:- iii.; j,:,',i:iip;.;iin tiKii disp laced wildliie 
will easily find forage, nesting and bruuciini; habiuu clsc^ lierc, Hx k js no .mahsis of: whether 
or not suitable altemative habitat is located within the range ol displaiL j » ilJlilc species; 
whether or not the habitat will already be occupied by competing individuals of its species or 

nrtmr •pmtm; if nmij,irA ic ihi. h.l«M rfMt, jif nnfinii^ *- imTTMfd nimhflf ItisjuatU 

likely tint aoDW 01 a significant poitioD of flie diipbced wiMlift win tu£to 
decreased repiDdiictive ability. 

RoadEffecis: 

The impact analysis is substantially confined to the footprint of the road. Indirect impacts are 
nuiorily mentioned m the DEIS as including baniers to wildlife movement and mortality from 
loail Idlis, but are not iiiUy explored. The docionent states lliat this n»d will experience one coal 

oixur. The signifieaseeoflliis impact eannM be deumiined because (he analysis does not 

include numerical estimates. We believe the frequency of vehicle traffic from the proposed use 

of co;il trucks along with increased public use of the road would result in significant loss of 
u i'Jlilc t(i vdiiclc collisions. Numerous studies have demonstrated the relationships between 
ro:iJ t\pc-^ . tra! tlc dcnsuics. ai^d corresponding; le\ els of road-kill wildlife for various species. 

Effects of w ildhfe road-kill can extend far beyond the effects to individual wildUfe, with serious 
oonaeqiHiKestodwpiqnilalionlsvdofmanywildlifbqKciEaCBvinlcetal, 1996k lS9t, 199^. 
The FBIS should address bis concern. 

Other significant indirect impacts such as loss of habitat value, habitat fragmentation, disturbance 
from increased traffic and noise, iuinn to bald eagles that iiuiy feed on dcail animals along the 
road and long term impacts to species pe>pulalions are alluded to, luii :iel eriaK/ed i tn.s road 
would make the area within the Quitcliupah drainage more accessible to the public, but little if 
any analysis is done on the impact of public access on fuels, fire occurrence, sanitation, wildlife, 
aquatic species etc Also, the noise discussion mentions an effect to wildUfe, but it does not 
canytbesiibieGtfiiiwani&rnigRanalyaii. TUsisanespaoiaUycniGialomiaaioiiintheanas 
where the road passes between nannw canyon walls where noise eEEfects will be magnified. Even 
short term impacts are not discussed with any detail in theDEIS,yettbeieiiabodyof litentUR 
which would allow some prediction of potential results of higliway oonatiuction and apenlXHL 
Wc offer some examples in the following paragraphs. 

Findlay and Bourdages (unpubl. rep., 1998) speculate that the full effects of road construction on 
btidstudhMptilefni^iiotbeicilizedibr decades. Gcnaally, habitat fragmentation and banier 
effeola of linear eoiridon can ledmc usdde langea of wide-ranging habitat gencndiats ^ 



6-20 



Response 411-3 

EPA document on highway development has been reviewed and 
incorporated in Section 3.5 of the FEIS to better reflect the barrier and 
fragmentation potential of the proposed road. Due to the poor quality of 
soils in the project area and the sparseness of the vegetation, most of the 
habitats would be classified as low quality. Section 3.5 discusses the effects 
of noise in confined sites, the frequency of truck traffic, the human activity, 
and the physical barrier the road may be in the ecosystem. 

Response 411-4 

Impacts to wildlife species from vehicle collisions are included in the FEIS. 
The relationship between the proposed road type and traffic densities on 
wildlife populations is evaluated in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Mitigation 
includes the fencing of the road. Applicant committed measures include 
underpasses and/or bridges for wildlife movement. 

Response 411-5 

See response 411-3. 

Ambient or background noise levels along the proposed haul road and SR 1 0 
are typical for outdoor and rural locations. As stated in the DEIS, additional 
noise from construction and coal truck activity associated with the proposed 
action will impact area near the road. Noise levels of outdoor and rural 
areas of 35 and 56 dBA were measured in the Quitchupah Creek area and 
Emery Town, respectfully. Current noise levels in Emery Town would not 
increase as a result of the proposed road since the haul truck numbers and 
frequency would not increase. 

Noise pollution=s effects on wildlife is not well studied, but recent research 
from the U.S. Air Force and U.S. Department of the Interior, relates given 
noise levels to the effects on certain types of animals. The most relevant 
published noise effects on animals are listed below: 



May C EridBoo, Foicst Supervisor 
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geoetic isolation in populations of smaller, less mobile species (Harris 1988, Reh and Seiz 1990). 
The less mobile species lend to ha\ e specific habitat requirements and may derive all of their 
resource retiuircnicnis from a single wetland or habitat tvpe. Difierent classes of wildlife have 
varving needs to mo\ c between habitats For nistance, amphibian life cycles require migration 
between habitats with diflerent ecological properties, Htghw a\s were shown to exhibit a 
significant barrier effect to populations of Uie common trog within l.S-2.3 miles of the road (Reh 
and Seiz 1990) is well as to popolations of rodents, actfaropods, aod beetles (Kozd and Flefaarty 
1979. Mader 1984. Mider et d. 199(1). 

The extent of die barrier effect may be detemdned lo mme taSat by die rigAottny vvgetathm 

and its similarity or dissimilarity to the natural vegetation of the local area (Wilkins 1 982). 
Habitat changes could encourage establishment of conqietiton or predators more adept at Uving 
in biitnan-dteted enviioninents, siich as starliiigis, tnownJieaded cowbiid^ 
198S). 

Sludie* have indicated that wildlife are disturbed over surprisingly long distances from rural 
roads and highmor conidors. Disturbance lo wildlife has generally been inferred from relative 
danAiaiof«ipwi«ccamvofMtektttwyiagdistaDCcsfiiioi«iaKL Fte instance. Van dor 
Zande et aL (l9Vf) conftmed eailier conc l mions of Veen (1973) and diowed that lapwings and 
godwits were disturbed to distances up to 1 .24 miles fiom a higbway located in the Netherlands. 
Similarly, plant, bird, and hetptile species richness was observed to diminish with increasuig 
density of paved roads, out to a distance of again at least 1 .24 miles from the road (Findlay and 
Houlalian 1996). Based on their stiiiisiical nioticls, a 2ni.ba increase in total paved road density 
was assumed to have the same impact on lieiptilc and niLumnal species richness as the loss of 
50% of the wetland proper. In forested habHats. ro<;d iioibc reduced bird population densitytdd 
breeding success within 0.3 to 0.6 miles of roadways. Breeding dispersal patterns were 
indicative that roadside areas provided lower quality habitats (Reijnen and Foppen 1994, Fiiii|md 
and Reynen 1994, Reijnen et aL 199S). While highway right-of-ways can certainly create 
haUiala to loina veeiea and oooMqaeodr iiKnaiO tber deositiw a^jaeett 
(Adama and Oaia 1983, Oadc and Kv 1979). Ifaia poteolial iNMfit abMld be cw^^ 
context with indications that ri^-of-way comdofs can also fadlitale the movaneot of diseases, 
predators, exotic wildHie species, noxioiu weeds, and fire (Mam and Plmnmer 199S). 

TIlus, the DEIS does not adequately address potential indirect impacts of the highway as they 
relate to wildlife disturbance and subsequent potential effects to populations since the analysis is 
confined lo a relatively narrow study eorridor and does not provide context in terms of local and 
r^onal impacts. We recommend the FEIS address the potential indirect impacts and, depending 
onthelevelofiiiiiMCt. deveiapauilabieniiligatian. 

Cultural Resources: 

Our first coomient is regardiiv die digibiU^ status of both ConvulsH» CaqyoD and Quitthii^ 
Creek fbr the IMional Regiiter of Iliatiiik Plaeea as IMitiaaal Ctdlund FM^^ 
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Documented Sound Levels on Animals 



^nicp S>niiT*pp 


IMniQP T .pvpI 


.miihip<*tivp T)pcpi*intinii 


Prnn crVi nm 


77 dBA 


pQPflnp nnH "Rhhtiitio 


Various Species 


132 dBA 


Anxiety-like behavior 


Rats, rodents 


105 dBA 






(continuous) 






95 dBA 


Hearing loss; Suppressed thyroid 






activity 


Mouse 


110 dBA 






(intermittent 


decreased in circulating 




noise) 


eosinophils; adrenal activation 




105 dB 






(continuous) 


longer time intervals betvfeen 






litters; rniscarriages. 






lower weight gain 



While none of these limited studies relate directly to the study area, 
pronghom behavior with 77 dBA are directly affected by noise levels of that 
magnitude. Similar results can be assumed to occur for large game animals 
indigenous to the canyon area. 

Noise levels will Ukely double 200 meters away, where haul truck noise is 
allowed to dissipate in all directions. An increase in these predicted levels 
would be experienced if noise is prohibited from dissipating such as having 
a canyon wall immediately to one side of the haul road. See section 3.5 of 
the FEIS. 



Response 411-6a 

Consultation with the Paiute, Hopi, and Ute tribes is on-going. The Paiute 
and Ute tribes accepted consulting party status and would participate in any 
agreement to resolve adverse effects to Native American Concerns and 
cultural resotu-ces. The Paiute tribe has claimed the area to be a sacred site. 
An ethnographic study was conducted (Stoffle et al. 2004) with the Paiute 
Tribe of Utah. No Traditional Cultural Properties (as defined in the NHPA) 
have been nominated in the Project Area but Quitchupah Creek canyon does 
contain values sacred to the Paiute Tribe (EO13007). See Section 3.13 of 
the I'EIS for a summary of the findings of the ethnographic study. 
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Has a foimal dctcrminalion of eligibility been made by the two agencies? Either way, we would 
encouiage the Agencies lo continue to consult with those Indian Tribes liiat attach religious or 
cvlbinl iignificaice to die Mriiieet fcicatiaaa. 

We have had communicaiions with the Ute Tribe, Paiutc Indian 1 ribe of Utah, aiid ihc Hopi 

Tribe and they have expressed concerns regarding the construction of the Quitchupah Creek road 

pngeet and iniblw MGcn to iietoogj|)fl>i gjb rock art Htai) lad odiK 

dtHiiitheint. ItelliwItiliMmeeaeanMdfliatdwvMjoiisenllinlMMi^ 

impacted and that an ahemate route dtould be implemeoled Oat avtnds Qoitcliupah Civet. This 

is alio addicssed m Oiapter 3.14 Native Ameriean Religioas Coi¥»iis as doeiBie^ 

DEIS. 

In all the alternatives, with the exception of the No Action alternative, it seems poaaUe flat a 
deteniiination of adverse effect pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5 will be made by the AgencyOfficial 
regarding Convulsion Canyon and Quitchupah Creek as TCP's. Should tliis situation arise, we 
WHdd auggeat that Ibe Agencies invite the Tribes to be Consulting Parties to any agreement to 
nwdve the eSteta to the historic properties. Such agreement might involve closing the haul road 
dniiiu certain tiliM* of tte year to Mooinmiidtto an Indin Itibe't cecen)^ 
activities. We also wouMsiiggestflw agreement in eoosiilMiaawitt the s|tn|irialebidian 
Tribes, contemplate complete removal and leelamation of tlie iwniioiwl iionJ mm* inuling ceases. 

As the Agencies proceed with evaluation of the proposed action, we also would encourage 
refeiral to Executive Orders 1 3 1 IS— Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments (November 6, 2000), IM07— Indian Sacred Sites (May 24, 1996). and 
12898 — EnvironmenlalJuslice (February 11, 1994) and Secretarial Order 3206 American Indian 
Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act (June 5, 

1997). 

We a0«e witii die ItilieB' oooBenis legnding tlie jmpeaed adiDB and lecommeod dut die 
Agencies coitfinue to consult with the Tribes to resolvo any outalaading iasocs. 

Omudattvt^eOr. 

The cumulative effects discussions of all die action afcranatives are incomplete. They mention 
but do not account for impacts from the increased traffic due to proposed oil and coal bed 
methane exploration and development. Discussion of Alternative B tails to mention that a 
request for a nplaccmeni ATV trail parallel to road has been made, which if constructed could 
reailt in even mose Iocs of hMlat ad diatnbance of wildlife The annlyiis 
additional traffic would afiect wildlife as wdl as an other resoixcea in die ana. 

The analysis should present all lost habitat in units of sea, sach as acres ladier dian by linear 
foot. The use oflionr foot meaame is eqiecialtyliniiling to the discussion of staam and 
riparian habitat diat may be impacted by rdoeaiian of streanu. 
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Response 4II-6a continued 

The proposed Alternative B, Quitchupah Creek Road, and Alternative C, 
Alternate Junction, route near the rock art sites has been realigned and 

moved to the other side of the creek. This reroute would place the road 
about 300 feet away from the rock art panels and the creek would be a 
physical barrier between them, making it more difficult to access the 
petroglyphs. The new alignment would also avoid impacting known 
cultural sites located within the previous alignment. 

The existing road that currently is routed between the creek and the panels 
would not be used for access. This would tend to limit access for casual 
visitors. 

This modification to Alternatives B&C would preclude the direct impacts of 
a busy pubUc road next to the rock art. 

Response 411-6b 

Executive Orders 13175 — Consultation and Coordination with Indian 
Tribal Governments (November 6, 2000) applies to developing federal 
regulations and is not applicable to the proposed road. 13007 — Indian 
Sacred Sites (May 24, 1996) is part of the Native American Concerns 
analysis in Section 3.13. It was determined that no low-income or minority 
populations would be disproportionately impacted by the project (EO 12898 
— Environmental Justice (February 1 1 , 1994)) as discussed in Section 3.15. 
The project area does not contain tribal lands nor is it subject to any treaty 
delineating rights or trust resources; therefore Secretarial Order 3206 
American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and 
the Endangered Species Act (June 5, 1997) is not applicable. 

Response 411-7 

The cumulative effects discussion has been revised and expanded. Neither 
an ATV nor a catde trail are proposed; therefore there will be no additional 
impacts due to a traU. There is a paucity of proposed future actions to 
provide information on additional impacts. 
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Maps 

The Geology Map (Figure 3-1) aiid Soils Map (Figure 3-4) arc inadequate. Neither prov ides the 
infimutioa needed to assess the geologic hazards iniieieiu to Ihii, piojeci. In addition, the 
nndan lod non-standaid scales of all the m^s cireate eonfusion. The maps need to be of 
aaffieietf quality with Mandaid acabi m Older to peoiitt s icuood^ 

lllBpRgOOt. 

P«ge-Spec<flc ComnMnti 

Kpire 1-2 does not include the No Action Alternative, giving the impression the dedsim has 
already beenmade. A footnote indicatingthat with NoActioii,DOii6oftfaei<oiitetmnikllie 
cmstiuctcd should be added to the figure. Also, the scale of die map is not detailed ewm^to 
permit a careful comparison of the alternatives 

Pane 1-10. Threaiened . Endmmered. ami Sciisiiivc Svcctcs /TESI : This section is inconsistent 
wifltlheTBS rtiaraiai a n beginning on page 3-67 For example, page I- 10 mentions a potential 

(even T/B ipeeic* occuning in the project area, while page 3-67 discusses twelve T/E species 
aahwingpotlMlofoccnriiginaieawa. The two aectkna need to agree. 

Vme2-*.AltemaUvaI«dudlHflhePmpoieid,*bm S.,tl^MlMathmA-Ma.^f^ An 
economic justification is included in the diacuMiaa of die Ns Acdon altaiiative and the 

eliminated alternatives (page 2-21, 2.5); however, there is no economic appraisal in the text for 
Alternatives A, B, and C. The construction and maintenance costs of the four alternatives 
presented in Table 2 .6-1 Comparison of Alternatives (Page 2-23 - 2-29) are uncorroborated. For 
example, maintenance costs for SR-IO are considered high because of the presence of Mancos 
shale-derived soils and yet no equivalent analysis was prepared for the possible shale soils and 
(Obaoila under the new^ eonstnicled Qnitchapah Onek Koad. 

Supporting mfiimMlUnil is needed that explains all the &ctois analyzed for construcdon costs 
(page 2-23) and mihitriunrifi costs (page 2-29) presented in Table 2.6-1. Of concern are the 
ooaiiMiodaMirilh die Beit llan||eaMntFlielic(*Rqwit(iMBe 3-7,1^^ 
Moniloijiig) AM had not been developed dmhig tUa NEPA pnieeii, and di^^ 

not included in TUik 2.6- 1 . 

The costs for construction and road maintenance need to address shale soils (buckling, warping, 
slumping, and offsetting of the road), engineered stabilization of mass wasting (soil creep, slump, 
and landslides including the large mapped landslide), engineered stabilization and prevention of 
rock fall, and sedimeiit-runolf and debris-tlow maintenance in culverts and on roads. 
Construction costs for widening the bridge in Alternative B, if chosen, to International Building 
Code (IOC 2000) leianic ftandaidf ahoold afao be inchided. 
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Response 411-8 

The map scales were dictated by the format of the document and the limit on 
overall map size. The Geology Map is the only one available for the area at 
this time. This map has been removed from the EIS as there will be no 
impacts to geology (See Section 3.1). Further, the soils map was created by 
available NRCS field inventories data that was provided ahead of the 
scheduled release of the official survey. Currently, the official survey for 
that area has not been pubUshed and there is no better official information 
than what is in the FEIS. 

Response 411-9 and Response 411-10 

Editorial changes have been made. 

Response 411-11 

The following information was developed for the DEIS but was not 
included at the agencies request. This information is included in Section 
3.15 Socioeconomics of the FEIS. Although costs change over time, the 
overall trends remain. 



Annual Haul Cost Savings 



Year 


Eastern 


No, Of 


Alt A 


AltB 


AltC 


AltD 




Markets 


Hauls 


savings 


savings 


savings 


savings 




mmtpy 


per year 


per haul 


per haul 


per haul 


per haul 








$0.00 


$75.25 


$79.76 


$63.21 


2001 


2,0 


52,632 


$0,00 


$3,960,558 


$4,197,283 


$4,016,927 


2002 


2,5 


78,947 


$0,00 


$4,950,698 


$5,247,410 


$4,138,586 


2003 


5,5 


144,737 


$0,00 


$10,891,459 


$11,544,223 


$9,148,825 


or max. 













1. 1.0 mmtpy to Savage Loadout -t- 1.0 mmtpy to Hunter Plant in 2001, 
3.1 mmtpy in 2002, 4.5 mmtpy or maximum in 2003 



2. Mmtpy divided by 38 ton standard haul load 

3. 0 miles less travel x $3,01/load/mile savings 
(based on industry cost of $0,07/ton/mile) = $0,00 

4. 25.0 miles less travel loaded x S3.01/load/mile = $75.25 savings per load 

5. 26.5 miles less travel loaded x $3.01/load/mile = $79.76 savings per load 

6. 21.0 miles less travel loaded x $3.01/load/mile - $63.21 savings per load 

The haul distance to Hunter Power Generating Plant from the SUFCO Mine 
is 62 miles, at a cost $0,07/mile/ton the cost for hauling one ton is $4,34(62 
X $0,07 = $4,34), The average price for coal in 2001 is $17,54 per ton (Utah 
Mining Association reports, 2001), so the $4.34 hauling costs represents 25 
percent of the value of a ton of coal in 2001. The proposed Quitchupah 
Creek Road would reduce the haul distance by 25 miles or by 40 percent, 
and the cost to haul one ton would be reduced by $ 1 .75 or 1 0 percent of the 
value of the ton of coal. 



Response 411-11 continued 

The value of the proposed Quitchupah Creek Road to the SUFCO Mine is 
measured in the reduction in hauling costs and the reduced effort to haul 
coal. The 50+ miles less to travel means the round trip from the SUFCO 
Mine to the Hunter Generating Power Plant is reduced 40 percent, or from 
124 miles round trip to 74 miles round trip. This would save about 75 
minutes on the round trip. The cost to haul one ton of coal on the 62 mile 
loaded haul is 25 percent of the market value of a ton of coal in 2001. The 
40 percent reduction in mileage would save 10 percent of the market value 
of a ton of coal, thus potentially increasing profits by 10 percent. The 10 
percent savings for an annual haul of 2-4.5 mmtpy means a considerable 
cost advantage for the coal producer. 

For Alternative C, the cost advantage would increase to 10.5 percent. 
For Alternative D, the cost advantage would decrease to 8.4 percent. 

The costs were supplied by Jones & DeMille Engineering, the engineering 
design firm for the project. They will be cited in the I'EIS. See Chapter 2 
of I'EIS imder Borrow Material Areas for design feature that negates the 
affects of buUding on shale-affected soUs. SR-10 does not have this feature 
which is the reason it will require a re-design of the highway to make it 
suitable for transporting heavy loads. 

The construction costs were supplied by Jones & DeMille Engineering. The 
maintenance costs were derived from the actual costs of maintaining the 
present coal transport road, the Acord Lakes Road. And will be included in 
the FEB. Table 2.6-1 only includes cost to construct the proposed road and 
alternatives but the projected maintenance costs and BMP costs will be 
included in the FEIS. 

The shale soils are not projected to cause a problem for the proposed road 
due to design features that negate the affects of these soils (Chapter 2). The 
construction costs include the stabiUzation and drainage control features. 
An economic analysis was not produced but estimated costs are on file at 
the agency offices. 
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Page 2-12. Table 2.2-3 : The DEIS indicates that proposed vegetative reclamation of distmted 

areas will occur through the application of a seed mixtures and mulch. However, the DEIS also 
mentions, repeatedly, that a significant en\ iromnetual feature of the proposed Alternative B route 
IS that soils throughout much of the watenshed are highl\- crodible (page ^■22. Section 3 .4 Water 
Resources, Stream Channel Descriptions, paragraph 7). especially along the creek bed. 
Fuithennore, the Quilchupah Cixck site seems to be a foimer habitat for the southwest willow 

There are adequate supplies of native g rm w ari &ri> ipeciei aviiUUe fin iiiim><ilii>ii 
purposes. The proposed seed mix contahttvoyftwaMmipgdef. YdknrnvMtelaverdKiuid 

be eliminated from the mix because it will serve to attiact wiUliie to tfae diMnbed HM. CkWMd 

whcatgrass and Luna pubescent wheatgrass should also be dnminted mless it can be shown diat 

native species cannot be reestablished on the site. 

We suggest that native willow (i'u/u, perhaps umvgJaloides, caudaia or exigud) be considered as 
part of the reclamation mix identified in table 2.2-3. The deep roots ofwiilow will help to 
t tf u hi l iT iB wetland and ripatian zones along the creek, and the mature plants will provide potential 
iieMii«Ubtt«ibTttono>M<F«ihaUylHMMa^^ PluUing 

■with wfflww MpHng« nthrr ttun ■/■■■Hi » in, M ftriHh*. pW fnff m rtj^m n f [wirriiln «imf 
erosion protection for seeds sown as mentioned in tables 2,2-3 ami 2,2-4. 

Page 3-3. Topography. Geolopv. And Minerals : Faulting and fracturing are mentioned in the 
second paragraph on this page, but no seismic hazard evaluation is included in the DEIS. Figure 
3-1, Geolog>' .Map, appears to show that the road will be crossing mapped faults and that mapped 
SnJts are in close proxinni> lo the SR-IO bridge that will be widened. TheFEIS should include 
an analysis of and mitigation plan for the impacts of these mapped faults on Ibe proposed road 
aDdbridgeL ThaluM^yiin Imi hniii nn aii..v;.mi —i %iT.ftrf, Hqinftiiiiin hrrnrtr ahmld alim 

should be Indaded in flu hmiWirtniBview^bdow). 

Page 3-4. Landslide Review: The analysis of mass wasting (landslides, soil creep, slumps, and 
mass movement) and rock fall is insufBcient. Considerable construction activity, which includes 
extensive blasting and a proposed staging area (Appendix B: Quitchupah Creek Road Alignment 
Plan and Profile. Strip Mapl), will take place at the toe of the mapped landslide, potentially 
endangering its stability. The statement, "this landslide appears to be inactive and poses no threat 
to tho proposed haul load BMiie^' is not sriwiniated in tl>B DEB. 

Tbe aliinnwnt of dw nad, with tile conetpMidiag blasting, blading, and nnmal oooMiac^ 
activities, thioii^ gMlegie strata diat aie pnoe to "Umnping, soil creep, and mck M* aniMDee 
the mass-wasting hazard, present and fidm^ to fldspngect. TUabazariBOton^eaiae* 
expensive long-term maintenance '•na'tmtt»m^m,^^rM»^m^*y ^-^^fiff ji ^ ««[ i «ir j »iiyii»<ii» 
increased traffic ofieciealioniststliattlie new pavadnad will bfing. A detailed *lw|y of dw 
aieas of niaaB wasting and nelE fill and a oompRtieniive mitigaliaa plan fliat incbides engineerad 
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Response 411-12 

Native species, in agency specified seed mixes, would be used in reseeding 
(Section 3.4). Willow plantings could be used adjacent to the creek where 
disturbance might occur due to stabilization of fill slopes or fill at crossings 
but willow plantings would not survive outside the riparian zone due to 
xeric conditions. The subspecies of southwest willow flycatcher in the 
Project Area is not the listed subspecies (See Section 3.7). 

Response 411-13a 

The proposed Quitchupah Creek Road project and alternatives lie within a 
lib seismic region (UBC, 1997) extending from the Arizona border with 
Mexico up to the Canadian Border, About 12 earthquake epicenters capable 
of damaging structures (greater than 5 ,0 on the Richter Scale) have occurred 
in this seismic region from 1884-2001 (UUSC, 2002), Earth quake activity 
in the near-future would probably be similar to those observed in the past 
100 years. Additional information is provided in Section 2.5 of the FEIS, 

Response 411-13b 

Liquefaction is a hazard whenever a structure is constructed on 
unconsolidated sedimentary deposits in an area that has the potential of 
seismic activity. The engineering design of the road will take into account 
that portions of this road and the SR-10 bridge will be built on these 
deposits. 

The discussion in Section 3.1 of the FEIS clearly states that the landslide 
feature is not within the proposed road corridor and that the Acord Lakes 
Road intersects the toe of the mapped landslide feature. The Acord Lakes 
Road does not indicate movement or topple on the mapped landslide; thus, 
indicating some stability. 

The maintenance costs from the Acord Lakes Road, which traverses similar 
terrain and formations, will provide an indication of relative maintenance 
costs for the proposed road. Many public and private roads and highways 
have been built on the Wasatch Plateau in similar geologic formations, and 
much experience has been gained from the construction and maintenance of 
these roads. See Appendix B for design features to deal with steep slopes 
and rock fall. 

Response 411-13c 

The geologic formations in the project area are prone to the mass wasting 
processes of slumping, rockfall/topple, and soil creep. Engineered solutions 
will be designed and implemented to help stabilize the unstable areas and 
will be incorporated into the final design. 



Maty C. EridCMn, Fomt Supervinr 
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stabilization of these areas need lo bo iDcluikd in the [IIS An economic amljBl of the 
mitigation plan and long-term road maintenance would also be helpful. 

Page 3-8. Air Quality . The analysis should be revised lo indicate that there are potential impacts 
to fish and wildlife resources 6om vehicle exhaust. The potential impacts should then be 
lailyzed in Sectioa 3.7, Wildlife Resources. This is of particular concern in the more confined 
mdmofQuileimpihCtedc where diapendofemissi<»s may be nati^^ ThoeitendeDee 
fin! >ul&rdk>xide(SOJ and iiitrogen compound (NCbi) deposition fiomvefaiclea^ 
aodmpogenicnaioef canhwedeliiiiMDldccokiiciloaanqa^ ThMedungNen 
faicstiida: localized acid tain eSbcd, changes in flKN-eyde, altontionoftteCiNRlion, ahifb in 
iliucture of biological communities and alteration of the decomposition process and microbial 
activity (Lee 1998). I he overall etlect on fish and wildlife could include: localized and seasonal 
algal blooms in small pools and eddies resulting in hvpoxia which could kill larval fish and 
amphibians; shiti in algal community to higher proportion of cyanobacteria which could pioduce 
toxic blooms; localized loss of forage types or forage quahty for grazers; and increased 
vuIiMnbility Of iriinli to abeaaes aaoh •« dfooifai and diaeiM. 

P■^^■'^«^ll^lll^^^llt■M Wi^Qfu^ff, The document asserts that culverts and drainage 
sonltd aaaodaled wiA (k piqjeet 'VouU result in reductions in the amount of to 
«0Kd*vrittinQiiilGliqMliCkMk"C9eBabop.xi^ Ottier cited contributors to dw sediment load 
in QmtdiniiA Oedc inehide Ihreitock grazing, instnam eatOe wat^^ 

(ATV) crossings, yet the document includes no estimatioa of As lelaiive ooKlibaiklll of MGh 
factor. This makes it difficult to estimate the amount of reduction m TBS and ite signifieanoe. In 

addition, livestock grazing and instream cattle watering are expected to continue, but the 
Cumulative Effects analysis docs not address the ({uestion of what may occur regarding ATV use. 

We believe the analysis presented ts insufficient to determine what benefits to water quality may 
accnie from the construction of a road along Quilchupah Creek. We recommend the l-'EIS 
expand the analysis accordingly. Any plans lo go forward with construction in this area shoidd 
include mitigation that w ould reduce sedimentation, including restrietionioaUvealockandATV 
use of the creek and nparian area, particularly during restoration. 

Page 3-30. Table 3.4-4 : Nb onliofineaiiinaiwIiiM Sir AeeidimiM tilled BxiiiingKoad 
(SaoMai Alternative A), Altaoaln«B,AlteniilhwQandAlteBaaliw 

Pmb 3-31. paragraph. 2. sentence 3 : "however, as noted above, salinity greatly increases...." 
The word "greatl/* should be defined and supported from either data thai were collected by yoiv 
agency or a reference to a report done by another source. Would the Thiios and Cordy, 1991 or 
M ayo and Associate!, 1997 rafinoce fit ten with aome nmnbeta tet define "peaUy" (rsftrenoe 

page 3-23)? 

Also in this sentence, "...and any incremental additions to salinity loading would not necessarily 
be identifiable." This is probably arguable and, again, it would be best to support this statement 
with a reference fiom either your own data or data/inteipreutions from another source. 
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Response 411-13d 

An economic analysis was not prepared, however estimated mitigation costs 
are on file at the agency offices. 

Response 411-14 

Climate in the study area shows measurable winds 75 percent of the time 
(greater than 3.5 mph). The average wind speed is documented to be 
approximately 9 mph. Dispersion of pollutants is not likely to be inhibited, 
except for occasional inversion conditions (i.e calm vmds). Inversions have 
not been docimiented in the canyon study area. Drainage flows (winds) 
occur on a regular basis in the canyon. Dispersion of combustion pollutants 
is likely to occur even on calm days, maiiily during dawn and dusk hours. 

Sulfur dioxide and Nitrogen dioxide are gases. Emissions shown in Table 
3.2-1 show total emissions from all haul trucks over the entire course of 
travel. On a per mile basis the emission rate for nitrogen dioxide is only 0.03 
pounds/mile. To our knowledge, acid rain effects, changes in the N-cycle, 
alterations in the C:N ratio, and shifts in structure of biological 
communities, and alteration of the decomposition process and microbial 
activity are not documented to occur at these levels of emissions. EPA has 
not published emission factors from mobile diesel engines. The sulfur 
content of the diesel fuel directly effects the rate of S02 emissions. 
Comparing stationary internal combustion emission factors of NOx and 
S02, S02 emissions are likely to be one half to one third of NOx emission 
rates. 

Response 411-15 

The section has been revised. Please see Responses 397-5 (Federal), 400-3 
(Group), and 401-2 (State). 

Response 411-16 

Editorial changes have been made. 

Response 411-17 

The referenced sentence has been expanded upon to provide support for the 
conclusions. Also, please see Response 397-5. 



May C. Erietoon, Fonat Supoviior 
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Page 3-34. Soils. Irrewrs ihl r or fm-n ievahle Conimitmeni of Rt'sfnirct's and Residual Adverse 
Immcts. Page 3-50 : The ci(iciimciil stales: Ihe Pro[)oscd Action, Alt, B, would cross 600 feet of 
inigated and 14,600 feet of non-irrigated Prime Farmland; All, C would cross 500 feet of 
iirigtted Prime md Iftuque F«nU«iKl, but 10,400 ftec of non-irrigated; and Alt, D would cross 
2,300 taofiHD-iiiigMed Prime iDd unique Fannlind. It is important to remember thai this is 
ain wiUlift hMW to niiU mnanelt, mdenb and nudi bi^ 
wdtMapnjrbaieftrnplon. Tlieiail«MctioiidiiNildiMk»iioleofpoienliallD|iBcliof 
ooGopiliaD of fiuinlaiid 00 wildUfe ^eciee, and die impacto ab^ 
Wildlife Resoivces. 

Page 3-51. Vetetation and Wetlands : There is no discussion of the riparian community. At* 
substantial portion of the proposal would lie in riparian areas, the documeot should Aimvtf 
impacts to this cnicial community. In addition, the FEIS should describe any miligatkMl for 
direct and indirect loss orrip;iri;iii iKihitat along Quitchupali Creek, 

Although the DEIS states that "soils on many areas of this route arc cryplogamic", no fiirther 
mentim it made of this soil resource, which ii valuable fiir iti aoil moisture retention 
capabiliiiea. Ihe we suggest that the ciyptogamie (oil cradi at the project tile be conserved and 
need when poadUe at imwculum iitoe MOi aad vtcetMisB win be reelaiiiied. 

Information about the significance of cryptobiolic soils can be assessed from Ae USGS URL at 
www biology usgs, under Biological Resources Locattons, ForeM and Iian(eland Keaqntem 
Science Center, Canyonlands Field Station Research Projects. Paiticvlar projects Inflildffr 

Effects of Disturbance on Cryptobiolic Soil CmstS, and 

Restoration of C;r)ptobiotic Soil Crusts 

Page 3-53. Wetlands Polential Impocis : Only the direct impact, loss of acreage, is mentioned. 
Other ifiyafig to any remaining wetlands, e g,, runoff from increased tmfiSe nd road 
mallllHianne activities (especially de-icing) and particulate depositiao Hob exhaust and braking, 
ihoold be diacusaed andm i t i gs twu ofEcred. 

Pages 3-55 through 3-78. Wildlife. Fisheries. Threatened. Endangered and Sensitive Soeeies : 
Blasting effects to fish and wildlife are not analyzed in the document. As the short-term impacts 
from blasting during crucial breeding periods can be significant, the FEIS should addiess thia 

issue. Suitable monuonni: ami niiti,i!;iiion, including avoidance, should be developed in 
coordination with the F\V,S and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR), 

We have serious concerns about the potential for impacts to the raptors that utilize the numcn>us 
nests (up to 13, 9 of which are golden eagle) cited in the DFI,S, m :ill alternatives but the No 
Action alternative. There may also be significant interruptions to raptor breeding and 
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Response 411-18 

Big game have been observed utilizing the Prime and Unique farmland 
found on the eastern portion of the Alternative B alignment. This area 
would be minimally impacted during construction activities, only 1 .4 acres 
out of approximately 150 acres of pasture (less than 1 percent). 

Response 411-19 

The impact to riparian zone is discussed in Section 3.4. Fencing to exclude 
livestock on 4.7 miles of riparian corridor would improve the habitat. The 
impacts to wetlands is confined to filling; sedimentation and emissions are 
not a factor. 

Response 411-20 

Although cryptogamic soil crust has been observed in areas along the 
proposed route and alternatives, no information is available on their extent; 
the high soil erodibility and the high use by livestock minimizes formation 
of these crusts over much of the area. Further, the success of restoration of 
crusts through salvage and innoculation is not well documented at this time 
and may not be warranted for the small areas affected by this project. 
However, the salvage and reuse of cryptogamic soils could be done at the 
direction of the individual land managing agencies/private landowners 
responsible for the given sections of the project in which these soils may 
occur in sufficient quantities for salvage; that will be left up to the relevant 
entities to determine. 

Response 411-21 

Wetlands present in the Quitchupah Creek area are currently subject to an 
environment where dust, sediments, and salts are present. Further, road 
runoff would be controlled and managed much more extensively than 
present conditions. See Section 3.4. 

Response 411-22 

No construction activities or blasting would be allowed within 0,5 mile of 
any active golden eagle nests and seasonal restrictions would be imposed 
(See Section 3.5). Mitigation measures from the Utah Field Guidelines for 
Raptor Protection from Human and Land Use Disturbances (Rotnin and 
Muck, January 2002) have been included in the FEIS. 



Mar)' C. Erickson, Forest Supervisor 
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reproductive success due to impacts from blasting. The DEIS says that buffer zones and seasonal 
oonitmclHnieilriGtioiicwoaUliiseiybeieqBnd^UDWR^ IbeFEIS should make a 

OOODDlitaMOt (O Wlftj^tfiiftlfl UtftflDBB^ ^BOlodiDffffQldflBCOa 

We recoTxmmdiMot^VUdilWJ Office OuMbie3/brltt^)torProteetloH 

Load Use Disturbances (Romni and Muck, January 2002), which were developed in part to 
provide consistent application of raptor protection measures statewide and provide full 
compliance with environmental laws regarding raptor protection. Raptor surveys and mitigation 
measures are provided in the Raptor Guidelines as recommendations to ensure that proposed 
projects will avoid adverse impacts to raptors, including the peregrine falcon. Additionally, 
surveys and mitigation measiu'cs, or any modifications thereof, should be developed in 
conaultation with the UDWR and the FWS. A commitment to employ the Guideline 
neommmMto m , fairhi i M i n w t nw l mrt ^urt sl w ml huffiw shonlilbeiiieluital inftePElS. 
Long-taim impacts from Hie opcratioo of the road sboold also be addressed. Aayoo are aware, 
nptan mt protected under the authority of the Migratoiy Bird Treaty Act (MBTAXK U.S.C { 
7V9-712) which makes it unlawful to take, kill, or possess migiatory birds, their pats, DMtSi or 
«gSS. The Eagle Protection Act (16 UAC. § 668) provides additioiuil ptotectKm fiir bald and 

VIBB3-S6. t^ilaiidGiaiaabdr. bOefintienlcDce, change "W to "have". 

Pm VW. Puftntigl ftntrmlr ^ - Altemative A: ThehriMdCDCe in diepaiagnyhcootd 

be impnivad to oaie dealy sMe dill existing oondili^ 
future and diat emnot uses wodd be eocpected to oooiinue. 

Paye 3-58. Mammals. Bif Game : Third Paragn^h. The new road could cause habitat 
fiagmentation, or a disruption of daily or annual travel or migration corridors. The analysis 
should explain how the direct loss of 4S acies of habitat would affect the deer and elk herds. 
There also could be additional indirect efibets ensed by the road, sodi as a reductiaii in habttat 

value in the area adjacent to the road. 

Paitc 3-58. Fourth Paragraph: The current agency-specified seed mix will not reduce the 
attrarjioo of hig game to ttie li^il-of-way. Species aucfa aa al&lft, yellow sweet ck>vn, and 
crated wbeatgrass, at particular times of the year, win serve to attract big game animals to die 

road side. 

Panes .'i-SS and 3-59. Birds : Impacts to migratory bitxls need to be further analyzed relative to 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186. How much habitat will be lost and 
in what habitat tj-pes? Will incidental lake occur? The document slates that conslRiction 
activities would cause displacement of birds lo similar adiacent areas and would likely have 
minor impacts to the displaced birds. Wc disagree that this is the only possible scenario. If the 
area* to wktcfa the birds are displaced are already occupied and they n unable to aoatain the 
l i M UMii w Ml ■Miiiii****^ iMiijwiMiKU ■ wi^M.fSii^ fn ^i|pf jwtpilnliiTiw hi ihft citii3Pniiff 
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Response 411-23 

Editorial change has been made. 

Response 411-24 

Editorial change has been made. 

Response 411-25 

Analysis of habitat fragmentation, or disruption of daily or annual travel or 
migration corridors, is in the FEIS (Section 3.5). Information appUcable to 
the Project from the Evaluation of Ecological Impacts from Highway 
Development, EPA document, April, 1994 has been included in the FEIS. 

Response 411-26 

The area is utilized by big game for winter range up on Water Hollow and 
spring and summer range along Quitchupah Creek. It is true that the 
agency- specified seed mix would create an attraction for big game. The 
seed mixes would be specified by the agencies. 

Response 411-27 

Habitat types affected by the Project Altematives have been addressed in the 
FEIS (Section 3.5). There is a potential for a reduction of migratory bird 
populations if the adjacent habitat caimot support the displaced bird species. 



Letter 
#411 



411-28 



411 -29a 



411 -29b 



411 -29c 



411-29d 



411-30a 



MaiyC.6ric]E»>n,FaiestSiq)erviaar H 

Page }-V>. Amnhihians : The documcnl fails to specify how much of the suitable amphibian 
habitiu oiild he impacted. If a substantial percentage of suitable habitat is lost, population 
isohi:i ■ I 1 1 mm: :ialiiial Iragnicntation could result. The document also should address impacts on 
araplubiaiis from runoff from all alternatives. The analysis should state whether the impacts 
wouUbctaDDomyorpetmaaent. 

v*fKtM ^fttenKtoit^jlliniftfriiif TlieSeethneaUaiiisNfitigiiti<m|d»oediires,butcontai]iB 
noMonitaringcinanplM. FeneiaginqriiotiMMMiiqrbatndtigationiiieuutefor 
Forang may actually cause additional impacts towildliiewbich also should be analyzed. 

Page3-<i9. Threalawil. Fiuhineered and Candidate fKldlff e: The first sentence should be 
corrected to read "Tln ce federally-listed wildlife species and one candidate wildlife flpedee weie 

identified by the FWS as having the potential to occur within the project area". 

Page 3-69. Bald Eafle IHaliaeetus leucocephalwtl: The analysis should note that increased mad 
Idlls slant OiB Dew raid may attnct bald eagles m the lite, incnaaiag tbe cliancet of bald 
eagle/mUete oqIIUmu. 

P'r MiptoM ^maaf Owf 000. StHxaeeUatalix ftietto): Thncmcdltobea 
diMuaiionai to why mmyifiirltffiO'i wen deemed mmeEemiy. It ii not luffident limply to 
state tbat one wBi deemed not to be necenaty. 



PU fe 3-70. Soutlme 



' li'iUfnv Flycatcher (Empidnndx Innllii ■'^fifnuti' SeCOOd Ptagiaph, 



Second sentence from end of paragraph. Changeto.... "presumably it was a bleeding bird in a 
Miritoiy". Wen additianalnnve$» conducted in 2001? 

The diaeuasiaii ihnnM ha amandaii to {ndmla Mia mam Mimmit intiiiiniirinn inqijhMff fur 
soiitbweitem willim flycatcher dUtifliiriiaD, including (he ftllowing: 

• The willow flycatcher subspecies inhabiting die riparian coiridor in the project imncimi^ ii 
located at the extreme northern boundary of E.t. extimus, but within the known range otEX 
adasius, (an unlisted species). Experts suggest that the centra] part of the State of Utah ii 

more likely an area of intcrgradation between £,r exIimusmAEt. arfa.5/i« fBehle. 1985). 

• Genetic analysis to date has shown that the willow flycatcher population in ccnfral Utah does 
nothavethegenetieninfceraaf £(. ntfma and iinionclaaely idated to £t mfasaa 
(Paxton, 2000). 



Analyiii of willow f^MlclMr 
admtm (Sedgewkk, 2001). 



vooiliatlgni in oeuHl IlUli loigeit moeiation widi £lL 
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Response 411-28 

There will be no loss of amphibian habitat due to mitigation of wetlands and 
riparian zones, see Chapter 2 in FEIS. 

Response 411-29a 

Monitoring will be implemented after completion of the Proposed Action or 
Alternatives. Impacts of fencing of the roadway have been analyzed in the 
FEIS. 

Response 411-29b 

The sentence on Page 3-69of the DEIS has been corrected in the FEIS. 
Response 411-29c 

The I'EIS has been amended to include the increased possibility of bald 
eagle/vehicle collisions with the increase in roadkill. Mitigation measures 
such as removal of big game road kills has been included in the FEIS. 

Response 411-29d 

Surveys for the Mexican spotted owl were initiated in the Project Area in 
the spring of 2002. No Mexican spotted owls were observed or heard 
during surveys. Results of the surveys have been included in Chapter 3 of 
the FEIS. 

Response 411-30a 

A more thorough discussion of willow flycatcher subspecies ilistribution 
was included in the Biological Assessment for the Project. The USFWS has 
determined that the subspecies found in the project area is not the hsted 
subspecies. This information has been included in the I'EIS. 



Letter 
#411 



411 -30b 



411 -30c 



411-31 



411-32 



411-33 



MiiyCEliGkK)ii,Fn«ilSu|ierviior 12 

Pat;c 3-70. Yellow-hitled cucknn : Is [here cuekoo habitat in the project area or not? The 
statements that habitat is "essentially nonexistent" and "extremely limited" in the area indicate 

that some habitat must exiM aod that the necemry inventoriei rniui be cmxhicted. 

P«f«^.79.. -^fffflfrfffaf SM«adnn(it«|ih. Ii then suiiible habitat fiiripattadlwtswidim die 
PR!i«cta(M? Ifao^wnddimpMiiteaalieipaled? 



PaK3-73. flfcfafgMawfcjt andT 



lUt doGUDBnt ihould ttutyie 

to dinply state that surveys will be 
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the potential for impact to these species. It is not 

conducted prior to oonstruction. What actions weoU be talceo if the species are found and 
oonsliuetioo would levecely impact diem? Suiv^ need to be conducted in lime to provide an 
appnipijate analyBis. 

Pftffe 3-7 4. VDWR I Sr'ii.'^ nn e Species Ltsr . We suggest tilis heading be eliminated and the 
dlKussion following included on the previous pages under the Sensitive Species discussion. 
Hmw apeciei ahoald aiao be added to Table 39^ QUITCHUPAH CREEK ROAD DEIS . 
Tlwn if no mndMl of Ibe UUl BLM Seuhive Animal Species List as identified in BLM 
tM b m cti m Memomdum No. UT 2001-081. lUtiilheoffieiilUliliBLMieaiitiveuiinal 
qiecies Hst and should be cited in dw FBIS. 

Page 3-105: The Numic Expansion is at this point a theory, and not a fact. Many arehaeologiata 
believe that the Numic peoples (which would have included ancestors of current Ute, Paiute, 
Shoshone, Goshute and Comanche) advanced from a point of origin in the southwestern Great 
Basin, possibly southeastern California after 1000 AD and moved north and cast as populations 
grew. Iflruc. they would have arrived in Utah around 1300 AD, which is consistenl with soinc 
archaeological data. But there are other tlieories lliat dispute the eunecpt of a Numic Expansion, 
and many of the tribes in question state that their oral histories are as valid or more valid than 
atcbaeological theory. They have been here for thousands of years. A few words should be 
added to indisale that ouocot thaoriai '^■nggesT that diese emigntian^lnmignliDna IDO^ 

Page 3 -106 : The final rulemaking for the latest regulations at 36 CFR 800 were pubUdied in the 
Federal Register on December 12, 2000, and made effective January 11, 2001 (see F.R. 77725- 

77739). The document referenced here was most likely the proposed draft rule. 

Patie 3-107 and 108 : On page 3-107. Alternative A is described as the No Action Alternative, 
with no impacts. Alternative B is described as the action likely to impact resources of conceni to 
tribes. On page 3-108, however, the text says that impacts ol'Alteniatives C and D follow from 
Alternative A. This is either a typographical error, or reflects a change in order of the 
alternatives that was not properly edited. Both Alteniatives C and D should reference the 
iinpaeli to taoMd vahiei, etc., fiicai AUemadve B ladier dian A. 

Fimrea-l.GaolnavMan: the OeolOg)rMtapii difficult to mdnddoM DM piovidedie 
infoimadonneededtoaHeetdieaeidQgiehaaB&inlHnnttodiiipiqieot llievariaHiwfieial 
units an pocdy difioeniialed by die variooi abadef of litbt gieen; die ^mbols fiv die gndogic 
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Response 411-30b 

Suitable habitat for the yellow-billed cuckoo is extremely limited within the 
Project Area. There is a narrow riparian corridor consisting of Cottonwood 
trees in the eastern portion of the Alternative B that is bordered by 
sagebrush/juniper and agricultural fields. This habitat would not be 
impacted by the proposed road. 

Response 411-30 c 

Suitable foraging and roosting habitat for spotted bats does exist within the 
Project Area. No surveys for this species were requested by the Forest 
Service. Impacts to foraging habitat (by Alternative) for sensitive bat 
species have been addressed within the Wildlife Resources, Section 3.5 of 
the FEIS. 

Response 411-31 

See Section 3.7 Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species. 
Preconstruction surveys for these two sensitive species would be conducted 
to record locations in the selected road construction corridor and specific 
mitigation measures made to protect these plants should they be present. 

Response 411-32 

Editorial changes have been made. 

Response 411-33 

Editorial changes have been made. 



Response 411-34 

There is no Quitchupah Canyon, the correct USGS designated name is 
Quitchupah Creek and will be corrected in text. The impact to or from 
certain geologic formations is not considered a significant impact due to 
design of proposed road so cross-sections of the geologic formations 
throughout the project area would seem redimdant. 

The Geology Map used in the DEIS is the only one available for the area. 
This map is not included in the FEIS. 



Maiy a EiidcMin, Forart Snpctvisor 
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units, especially in the canyon where the road « ill he built, arc too small to read and often 
obscured by the topographic Unes; geologic contacts arc poorly or incorrectly drawn; and the line 
qmboli in tb» kgind kb the mam tat qndiiie, anticliiie, monocline, geologic unit contact and 
fiiiUt,iiioitof«daclidonotidMtotfaeliiHqiid)obdrawnoaUiemap. The cross section 
eniqd»^eclkn22)needilDbete««eBtknMitacliiiI|y«Bdwmip. Tlwviriouomynw 
and wiAei am iM adeqattely Uidid, and Qahdhnpib CuiV^ 

does not appear on any of the nu|M. BaeaHeofAenmdom and nfiealed scale dungeafiom 
map (0 map in the DEIS, comparisoos onong die maps to assess die surfidd relatioin of each 

map's subject arc limited. 

In addition, geologic cross sections from ihc lop of the canyon to depth for 1) the beginning of 
the road and 2) end of the road in Con\ uIsumi (. an>nn would be helpfiiltoasieaadlBfBOlogie 
problems and hazards that will be associated with this project. 

FinirB3-«.SoihMi^: BietoatoMpia hB ida nw lB jit use m 108 analyais idled IB die nwl 
Tbenorthein8ectionafdieiiu(ii«ii0tiiictiidad«>aiMaiaMieeliaatcniiotbecm^^ Iheac 
north sections relate to geologic hazards associated wHh flie nofdi canytm watb. The soils 

section in the text (3.S SOILS, page 3-34 - 3-50) and the tables of soil types do not include 
descriptions of many of the important soils, such as soil types 57, 58, 73, 77, all of which are 
associated with the mapped landslide area. Also, it is difficult to relate the salinity values of the 
soils shown on the map to the underl)ang geologic shale units, Mansuk Shale and Blue Gale 
Shale, for sections of the proposed road. The Mansuk Shale and Blue Gale Shale are members of 
0w Maneos Shale Formation that is repeatedly ""^^frif ia dw Mxt a* causing oonatiactian, 
mtillleaiiBe, and salinity problems in this area. 

Thank yoofisfdnsopportaoity to comment Wekokftfwarito&lBeooopentianindie 
analyaif nd dediian mildag pnocas fbr die pnpoaed road. 



Sinoevdy, 

Robert Fi Stewart 

Regional EnviioimMiital Officer 

Enclosure - Litoatain Referenced 
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Response 411-34 cont. 

A sizeable amovint of research went into the creation of the maps in the EIS. 
The maps that are in the EIS are the best and in some instances are the only 
available maps that covild be obtained. 



Response 411-35 

The soils descriptions given in the EIS are for areas directly affected by the 
proposed project. The landslide area and the related soils noted in the 
comment are outside of this area, and the landslide potential is described in 
the geology section of the EIS and does not need to be repeated in the soils 
section. Further, the USES soil survey has not been finalized and detailed 
soils descriptions are not available beyond those developed through 
taxonomic classifications. 

Parent materials for the soils mapped on the non-forest lands are given in 
the Soils Technical Report for this project, which is referenced in the EIS 
soils section. 

The landslide feature is not considered a threat to the road so the soils 
outside the road corridor are not included because no impacts are associated 
with these soils. Soils 57,58,73, and 77 are not within the road corridor and 
will not be impacted by the road construction. 
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Letter #4 



4-1 




State of Utah 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION <X OIU GAS AND MimNG 

PC Boi i*saoi 

W1 ilW TUI fTOD) 

Januaiy22,2002 



Linda L. Jadaon, PuUie Affiin Officer 
Fishlake Natifnial Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Kay Erickson, Realty S^MTffMlwl 
Bureau of Land Managemenl 
Richfield Field Office 
150 East 900 NcHth 
RidifieM.UMli M701 

RE: Commcni; o n Qu.ic hupah Creek Road. Dnrit E nviraiinieiia^ ^ 

Dear Ms. Jackson and Mr. Erickson: 

nieDraaai of Oi1, Gas, and Mining received a copy of the Quitchupah Creek Road Dnft 
EhviroameBttl bnpKt Statement on December 7, 200L Weofierlhefonowiiigcanmt: 

The Di«sion of Oil. Gas and Mining is the agency responsible for permitting coal mining and 
reclanialion optralions wiihin the Stale of Utah. Such permitting actions may or may not include public 
roads or portions of public roads, hi order to make such peimitling decisions conceiTiing roads or 
poniais of roads, OCaiintysmwiMnnfomMiODiiid data. bR«dii«teDeB,itlBsbeeaiioled 
fliM in • number of places diroughoiit flie doeiiment, flie tenm "e«d haidbig r^ 
are used (Abstract, Executive Summary p. vii, 1 -1 , 1 -1 3). Since •coal haulage' is a term often associated 
with on-silc mining activiiies, the use of this type of terminology has the potential for conAising the 
reader and may make it difficult to distinguish where mining activities end and public transportation 
begins. Thii^ OGU mtm^iu die wiilen of Ifaia EIS to carefully evaluate its currenl descnptions of the 
proposed adivilies fiir die itnd aad lo consider die use of language or descriptions in the fmal EIS that 1) 
is at pieeite as pocsibfe lo die exact activities, i,e., the tiHispQitation of oosU and 2) ll« inGl^^ 
desoqilians of d pmpoaed activiiies and uses «f die nad. 

TliaiikyouierdieoiipwtunilytooaninKatondiispngect Please can tf you bwqnesticas. 



Sincerely, 

Lowell P. BmtOD 
Director 



P:\aROt;PS»IINES\vmAltLAW\DElScoaineiill2Ac 



Response 4-1 

Editorial comments addressed. The tenninology was changed to "coal 
transport route" and "coal truck traffic." 
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House or Hbprbsentativbs 

STATE OF UTAH 




laaany 30^2002 

Mt fiirhli H-tiTH 
KbBe Aifidn Oflko' 

Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield. Utah 84701 



Dear Ms. Jackson 

I would like to voice my support for the Water Hollow Road Route (Alternative D) of the Quitchupab 
Creek Road Proposal. Based on my understanding of the project, the Water Hollow Road foute 
(Alternative D) is the option with the least conflict with local private landownen and invonant cultmal 
iwi niiiwB t . 

As a representative of this area in the Utah State Legislature, I would like to coaottiiiiaaSBnrCMaV ' 
Special Services District and the SUFCO Mine for this innovative public/privalspMIMri^ Hb 
Special Services District would be responsible fortheconsuiictiaoof theioadl,aadttetaiitettalhnl 
coal would be assessed a toll to pay for and maintain (be road. ThilHMW1ii«nWpHttrtrilnl«ia|iiuJim 
that makes both ecoDomic and envinmmenial sense. 

Rom a legidaliw tunl^aiit, ■ frivMety ftnded load nduoes tte 

transportation dollars, and in tMf ON tlininMc* cod nek tidBc OB dxMt 30 nila (nnxkiip) cf SR- 
1 0 and 1-70. The Water Hollow Cndc Road option has also bean desi0ied to avoid Oe Naihe American 
cnllunl sites in the area. 

II ii iopgnnt to icmember (bat coal conlnctt have been signed, and that coal will be deliveied via the 1- 
70 ani ^-10 roMe.<irl9aseof<hB Water HbibtwQcak Road. Widiiheeavinnineotala^ecttoflUa 
pnged htving bee* ninUaed, k ndttt tciiie to tiie Ihit new raole as pinniy co^ 

llMnk yon iigr the orpotlndly to coaanaM on Ifae Quildiiifah Otek Koad pnpoiaL 



Shiceiely, 
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Response 101-1 

Comments noted. Alternative D is the only alignment that does not directly 
impact any known cultural resource sites. 



Response 101-2 

The proposed road, which would be a public highway, would be 100 percent 
construction and maintenance funded by tolls on the transport of coal by the 
SUFCO Mine during the life of the mine. After closure of the mine, 
maintenance of the road would be funded by public transportation funds 
(i.e. state, county). 



Letter 
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ussar 

MlBfcMUklMllll 

BMcatl** O^rvela: 
Cutol M. BMc«r&i 

FAnMy-4.2002 


State of Utah 

DEPABXMENT OF TRAMBPORTATION 

Kieston H. Laws. DisinH EngMMT t* Gin B. Bnn 
Prk:« Di»trici _ ^ ». c^f^ . S??**?!" 

<3S-«M-MI» J„ c. W«1U 






ReaiQr Specialist 
BoNWof Uod Mugemeni 
Ridlfidd Field Office 
ISO Bail 900 Norai 
Rjdifi(Ui.UiriiS47Dl 






Dewkfr.EHdaoo, 




105-1 


The Price District Office of the Utah Department of Transportation has reviewed the 
DEIS for the Quitchupah Creek Road. Wc support Alternative C for the following reasons: 

• Meets the purpose and need. 

• Is the shortest route for coal hauling, employees, and supplieis, thus providing llie 
gmtot fiiel savings and die lent vvhide cnunknt. 

rwvidet die greatest protectiMi to liveslodE. We have fomd livestock coDisioiB to be «f 
gteat ocooem to local dtizcos end die lu|jb«nyuten. 

• Avoids the sten^evipQaitcliqiAHin that dowsnwdi^^ 

with regular traffic movement It avoids the frustration of motorists forced to follow real 
slow loaded trucks up the hill. 

• Eliminates the need to widen or reconstruct the SR- 1 0 bridge over Quitchupah Creek that 
would be required with alternative B. 

Avoids die landslide on Quitchupah Hill. We believe die weight and vibratioii of die 
kmb could acceknte die nwvemeot of diat aBde. 

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to die DEIS and mold like to ooodme 10 be 
included in fiuther discussioos regarding this project 

Sinoenly, 


Response 105-1 

Under Alternatives A and D the coal truck traffic would slow northbound 
traffic on Quitchupah Hill because there are presently no passing lanes on 
this steep grade. Under Alternative B, additional lanes, including an 
acceleration lane up Quitchupah Hill, would be constructed at the junction 
with SR-10. Under Alternative C the junction with SR-10 would be north 
of Quitchupah Hill so coal truck.s would not be a hindrance to northbound 
traffic. See Section 3.14 Transportation. 

Response 105-2 

Liquefaction is a hazard whenever a structure is constructed on 
unconsolidated sedimentary deposits in an area that has the potential of 
seismic activity. The engineering design of the road will have to take into 
account that portions of this road and the SR- 10 bridge will be built on these 
deposits. 




KlestonH.Uws 
Price DistnetEiit 


pneer 


There is no mapped landslide feature on Quitchupah Hill (Harty 1993). The 
known landslide feature is located on Acord Lakes Road. The discussion on 
page 3-4 of the DEIS clearly states that the landslide feature is not within 
the proposed road corridor and that the Acord Lakes Road intersects the toe 
of the mapped landslide feature. The Acord Lakes Road does not indicate 
movement or topple on the mapped landslide; thus indicating some stability. 
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Letter 
#302 



302-1 



UTAH STATE SENATE 

wnaicwnoL ■ $«urLwtcnf,viMMiH 



lEomnDimuciauM 

TftTNTY-OC HIH MMM CT 

JUAB, stNPEitsBnoMaiim 

GARnELD COUmiB 



Febnuiy7,2002 



Ms. Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
KiclifieU.UT 84701 

Dear Kb. 




''ISHLWENATKm FOREST 

RECEIVED 




Thtnk you for the apportmihy to provide cmnment on Il«f qullUlljiBi iSeek. Road 
Environmentel Impact Statonait. As a Utah State SembH that nqpiescnlsfliis area,! support Hw 
unique public/private paitnership diat has developed to addiess the tffitmtl, aafe tai 
environmentally responsible delivery of coal in this region. Id particali^ I mmld lifce lo atfipoit 
Alternative D of the Quitchupah Creek Road EIS, which is flie WateHoDowKMdRinteoiltioiL 
I base this recommendation on the fact that it has the support offlieoDly private bndawiNr ID dus 
area, and also an important Native .^erican cultural site. 

It is imponant lo keep in mind that low-sulfur coal from the SUFCO Mine will be dehvered to the 
Hunter Pu\\ cr Plant, with or without the construction of the Quitch Creek Road. However, if this 
road project is not constructed, the trucks will travel over approximately 50 miles of 1-70 And 
SR-IO ftaund tap). By a|ipraving Hbdow Creek Road option, construction and maintenance 
txMi will be booi by > toD assessed on die tracks hauUng the coal. With any private land 
owDctship and eahin) Rsooice issues havmg been mitigaled 
Road option, thU imject sim|^ makes ecanoDiic Slid enviioimHn^ 

Tiank you for the opportunity to comnKot on diis pn^)osa]. 

Sincerely, 
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Response 302-1 

Comments noted. 



MICHAKL O. Lf AVITT 



February 22, 2002 

Ms. Linda Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 



State of Utah 

OrPICK OP THC aOVKKNOR 
SALT LAKE CITY 

a4ii4-e«ot 



W A L K C M 



REcevED 




The Slate of IJtah wouM lite to go on ncovd m (upport «f dK QuitchiqMh Cree^ 
Ahemative D (Water Hollow Road) male. TUt ahenutive bat the (uppoit of Caatto Vall^ 
Ranches, which is the sole private land owner along die muto. B haa tte aiqipoit of die bcal^ 
elected officials in the legislatiBeaid die county oommissioaen. haboavddstliecidtiiial 
resources that arc fdwd in that area. 

This alternative will reduce track traffic on 1-70 and SR- 10 by approximately 50 miles per round 
trip. The road will be built and maintained thiougjl tolls assessed to the large coal haulage 
trucks. The SUFCO mine diat will be the main user of die road, hauline coal from the mine to 
die Hunter Power Plant, is totally supportive of diis solution. This a very creative and innovative 
aolotian by a public/private paitnenhqi wherein all pardea are to be Googntuliled and supported. 

I enthusiastically lend my snppott to dnsefibrt. PleaaefedfieetocoMactmeifadditianal 
lisdesired. 



i.Sineerely. 




Michael 0> Leavitt 
Govenior 
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Response 390-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#401 




State of Utah 

DEPAmMENTWNATUIULRESODItCBS 
DIVISION OP WILOUKB RBSOintCBS 



SmAieaslem Rg^ 



<9»«37-7Xir<4 



Feb. 26, 2002 



LinibI.Iacfcsao 
Hshlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 

Richfield, Utah 84701 



RECEfVBD 




Re: Quitchupali Creek Road Draft Envinnmieiital Impact Statement 



401-1 



401-2 



Dear Ms. Jackson: 

After careful review of the Quitchupah Creek Road Draft BnvimniKattl tii|Mif4 S 
(DEIS), UtahDMskM of Wildlife Resources (UDWR)basmmycaiKen»wilhfliisdociiinnt'S 
assesanentsf wOdBfe impacts and proposed mitigation; Widi to nmdi at stake Ooss of wildlife 
mi i riMiatt HiHwr, iiii[Mri!iii In the fithjay. water qiialitvi wetlands and rmarian. wildlife-vdiiele 
coUisiabt^ loiianiB'jDSt i fewX we le^DHt cinM 

We aie concerned about tite potential impacts to Tish and wildlife, their habitat, and lost 
OHtottimities for their harvest and enjoyment by the public. Each of ihc proposed routes dissect 
deer and elk summer and winter ranges and increase the chances for deer/elk vehicle collisions. 
This results in decreased animal abundance and escalates liability discourse. Demolition of 
distinctive wetlands and riparian may be the most inMdiaas result of this project, and wasn't 
satisfactorily addressed in the document 

An issue raised during initial scoping was that w ater quality of the stream may be impacted due 
to disturbance of erosive soils inlKiducing sediments into the creek" (gg ix). OraniiMJits staled 
that "changes may occur Id Ite wMer quality in Quitchupah CnA and odwr eneks within Ifae 
rr"jm art* a dUf tff irmting t*» ff^milm .liinhming MwriK nf Hi« ««iiMin.«iite Kyrliir 
ftingeandwedands. Wanrqnii^inayabarduniiiiahduetoinGreasedsedimentatioalnHn 
distuibed erosive scMl sections. The mcmsetatediineatation in Aesecieelcs may increase 
saliirity due to the highly saline sofls in die QnildniptdiCiedc drainage. Hie increase in salinity 
may affect the salinity managementof the Colorado River system" (pg 1-9). The DEIS responds 
to these scoping comments by staling that "impiovements in roadway design for the Quitchupah 
Creek Road, specifically improvements in drainage and runoff control, would result in reductions 
inthe amount of total dissolved solids within Quitchupah Creek' pg xui. The DEIS goci on to 
state Unt "salinity in the cieek would decrease slightly due to less sedimentation, positively 
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Response 401-1 

The impact analysis for wildlife has been revised in the FEIS with expanded 
detail on impacts to big game. The mitigation design for wetlands and 
riparian zones would replace functions and values of these areas, and 
wetlands would have at least a 3:1 area replacement ratio. 



Response 401-2 

Please see responses to 397-5 (EPA) and 400-3 (Castle Valley Ranches). In 
addition, the quoted sentences on page xii have been rewiitten. 

The reclaimed areas will be protected either by monitoring, fencing, or by 
regulating grazing. 



affecting the 303d category for the lower creek and discbngM to the Cohmdo River" (pg xii). 

The DEIS inlcsthMQDilcfaupafa Creek dowmliewi of the prefect aieak 

UtA's 303d list «s an impaired water due to high levels of total dissdved (pg 3-20). 

At fint ^nwe, assertions <rf imiiioved water qudiv appear to be aisanie beca^ 
would have fewer stream ctossings than die existing rrad, and culvert crossings would replace 
font eieasiag*. However, after a close inspection of the DEIS we disagree and believe that water 
i fimlHy would be negatively impacted by selecting any of the action alternatives. The reason the 
project will decrease water quality as planned is that seeding/ievegetation of distuitied and 
reclaimed areas will not be successful without strict protection froiti livestock impacts. There are 
apparently no plans to provide the fencing necessary l yr suitable revegetation of disturbed, 
erosive soils. Trailing of livestock along the stream would still be allowed. The DEIS notes that 
a substantial proportion of the route of the new road under Alternatives B and C would be in 
erodible soils adjacent to the stream, and admits that "grazing [and] instream catde 
watering...are...polealial somoes of sediment...[which] most adso be ooBSideRd as somoes of 
TDS" (pg 3-23). 

The possibility of water quality impacts as a lesult of track acadeals and residliiig dieiidcal 
spUlsisalsoacnKcni. Such acddenls have lesnlttd in fish kills in other streams. The 
lilcelihoad of an accident cansiilgsiidisii event slang the new nal is high because of the 
proximity of the stream along most of the road's lengdi. The fish species present in Quitcbupah 
Creek, particularly valuable ones on the state sensitive spedes list, need pntectioa fiom any 
toxic chemicals which could enter the stream. 

Another issue raised during scoping was that "wetlands associated with upper Quitcbupah Creek 
could be filled during road construction" (pg ix l. The DEIS notes that there would be "impacts to 
jurisdictional wetlands |and] nparian zones ' (pg xii). An issue carried forward in the analysis is 
that "some wetlands associated with Quitcbupah Creek would be filled daring C tnaltU Cti o n trf the 
road. The filled wetlands would not function to filter sediments or absori> flood flmnHnr the 

creek flow regime. Matt of dhepraposed filled wetlands ate at die head rfdwiecieefcs when 
dwy presently fiinclian as asedbmit fihsr to preserve die water qnaliiy of die aeek and as flood 
basins to absoit) excess waters and regulate the flows in the channel. The filled wetlands would 
need to he mitigiled by coastradmg wetlands St odier ales along die cieek'(pg 1-9). Table2.6- 
1 noM that one wetland totaling 0.07 acres would be filled (pg 2-24). 

A related issue carried forward is that "riparian zones within the project area and those associated 
with wetlands would be impacted due to construction of the road. The loss of riparian vcgetaliaD 
could impact wildlife and could cause increased sedimentation in the stream.. Increased 
sedimentation and dcsiabilization ol Quitcbupah Creek and other creeks in the project area could 
impact fisheries and aquatic macroin\ cnebrates in the stream. The loss of the hydric fringe and 
stream-side wetlands could affect the reproductive success of f ish species and some 
macroinvertebraie species that depend on vegetation for cover and prey" (pg 1-10). Table 2.6-1 
notes that approximately 1.7 acres of riparian zone would be filled (pg ^25), wiWRas anodier 
statement in the DEIS indicates that 3.2 acres of ripaiian habitat would be distnibed (pg 3-S3). 
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Response 401-3 

The impacts of spills were previously addressed in the Draft EIS in Section 
3.8 Fisheries, see page 3-65, 2°^ paragraph. To elaborate: truck accidents 
would be a possibility on the proposed road, as they are on any road or 
highway where trucks travel. As stated in the EIS, a spill of coal, fuel, or 
other materials could occur as a result of such an accident and these 
substances could enter the stream. Standard response and cleanup to this 
type of spill would occiu', but there could be some short term effects on 
water quality and biotic stream components. However, the potential for such 
accidents to occur would be slight. According to SUFCO, over the past five 
years, only two truck accidents have occurred on the steep, winding Acord 
Lakes road, out of an estimated 50 trucks per hour at peak times. Alt. D 
would reduce the risk of spills due to reduced length of road in proximity to 
the creek. 

Wetland mitigation is described in the Monitoring Plan and the 404 
Mitigation Plan. 



Wedwd and ripxrim losses need to mitigated to a greater extent dun proposed to fix problems 
assodalBdwiditliteprajecL Hie DEB proposes (hat 2.75 araes of riparian vegetation be 
lestMed. We bdieveadiiilioDd wetlands should be cieated to fUter the additi(m^ 
expected wtien niooff aod fkxxl flows incrca^ erosion of stie^tmbanks slow to revegeuue due lo 
cootfanuiig livestocfc impflcls. 

Check dams should be built throughout the fishless ponion of Quitchupah Creek to create 
wetlands and pools to trap sediments. This would help amphibian populations persist and would 
benefit water quality in the fish-bearing purtion of the stream. -Additional check dams should bc 
constructed in the north and south forks of Quitchupali Creek above USPS Road 007 as 
additional mitigation to offset impacts to Quitchupah Creek. Livestock exdosine fences slMUld 
be installed to protect some of the newly-created wetland areas on each stream. 

Livestock-proof fencing should be baiH and mamtaincd to prateet aB v^etative plantiiig aieas 
associated with this pngect litis siiouldindiide die neduiiiedexistiiigioad and aUdistubed 
soaamrnddw new road. Wilfaoat siich fencing, suitable lesuiatioii of vegeiMioii and praieciitm 
of stteaadMoks iiom erosion will not be possible. 

Bor tiMse reasons, coupled with an unconvincing argument for the necessiqr of diis load, UDWR 
supports the No Action Alternative (Alternative A) proposed m this DEtS. kfidgMion 
suggestions proposed in tbis letter may alleviate some impacts to wihOifis, liowever, otiier 
impacts cannot be piapei(y mitigated due to the natuie Slid convexity a wedandecoqrsiem in 

an arid climate. 

Thanks for the opportunity to review the Quitchupah Creek Road DEIS. If you have any 
questioiis, please call Looy Mead m 001 Price offise at (435) 636-0274. 

Sincejely, 
Denis Jones 

Acting Re^ionai Siqpcnisor 
Dl/lm 

cc: Kay Erickson. Bureau of Land Management 

Diana Whittington, U.S. Hsh and Wildlife Service 
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Response 401-4 

The mitigation for wetlands and riparian has been better developed to fully 
compensate for these losses. Chapter 2 of the FEB contains the applicant 
committed measures that consist of mitigations as part of the road design. 
Fencing to exclude livestock on 4.7 miles of riparian corridor would 
improve riparian habitat. 

Response 401-5 

In the upper section of Convulsion Canyon and in East Spring Canyon 
where stream realignment would be required, grade control would be used 
where appropriate to provide for vertical stability of the channel. Similarly, 
the two, on-stream wetland mitigation sites include a grade control 
component through the use of low-head dikes to impound water and stop 
active headcutting. Further, there is no evidence that Quitchupah Creek=s 
ability to meet aquatic water quality standards would be compromised with 
proposed project. The State, (via its 303d program) has indicated that 
Quitchupah Creek meets its beneficial use standards for aquatic habitat; 
TDS is the only listed parameter of concern, and that is an agricultural 
standard, not an aquatic one. 

Response 401-6 

All impacts cannot be mitigated. However, additional mitigation measures 
have been included in the FEIS with the goal of reducing the extent of 
impacts and mitigating completely for some impacts. These mitigation 
measures, discussed in Chapter 2 as applicant-committed measures for road 
design, apply to wetlands, riparian zones, winter range, sedimentation, rock 
art, and livestock trailing. 



NATIVE AMERICAN LETTERS 



Letters Included: 

Letter #268 - The Hopi Tribe 

Letter #341 - The Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah 

Letter #410 - Ute Indian Tribe 



6-43 




Jamiaiy2,2(ia2 

Maiy C. EricksoD. Bond Sopecvisar 

Anention: Linda L. J«ciaoii,Pliblic AfEtinOfiicer ' 

Fishlake National Fontt 

lis East 900 Nonh 

Richfidd.Uldi 84701 

Jerry Meredith, Acting Field Manager 

Attention: Kay Erickson, Realty Specialist 

Bureau of Land MmagenKnt, RichfleW Held Office 

ISOBiMSOONofdi 

Kjclifidd.Uah 84701 



Dear Ms. Erictoon. Ms. Jackson, his. EridBon, and Nfr. Meie^ 

This letter is in response to your cooespoiulence dated December 3. 2(X)1, with an 
enclosed Draft Environmental Impact Statement by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 
Richfield Field Office and the Fishlake National Fmcst, legarditig a road construction project 
proposed by Sevier County and Canyon Fuels, Inc., in Sevier and Emory Counties. As you know 
bom our attached letter dated Decanter 18, 2O0O, lod onrMnk 21. 2001. MtadBrimine 
meeting on this prapsoi, Ibe Hop! Tiite daims cidninl afiSliaiim 
ciihunl group in Ulal^ and dtenfere iw appiedaie the lOf UMl U;S. I^xeat S^vie^ 
oominuing solicilaiiaa (f QiriapM and yoin' efKits to add^ 

The Hupi Cultural Prescr\ aiion Office understands that there are numerous 
prehistonc/Fremoni archaeological sites located along the route of the Quitchupah Creek Road, 
several containing rock marking panels, and that many of these sites are significant m terms of 
theireligibility for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. In our December 18, 
2000, letter oa due pniposal, we stated that because the Water Hollow alteniatn c would avoid 
atchaeologic*] sites ia Aai light-of-way by virtue of re-routes, we supported the Water Hollow 
aHeniative to die Qoitclnipah Creek Road. We alio stated that we sqpon ailB avo^^ 
proposal because we opiMte the BUvl policy Uiat fmtids Klwrial 0^ 

objects subject to the Native American Graves FfOtecdan and Bqialiialian Act Q4AG0PRA} bom 
BLM lands on BLM lands. We further stated that until this pidiey is levised. we oppose any 
BLM proposal involving activides widi the potentis] to disturb the remains of ow aacestcn on 
BLMIands. 



■RIL BOX 123— RlOISIMm. 




6-44 



Response 268-1 

Comments noted. 



tiny C Erickaw, Jeny MoedUi 
tamy2,2002 



Hofi Cultural Preservation Office has reviewed tbe QuitchiqMih Creek Road Dn^ 
SmroniiMnuf J^poa Stimmait Wc mpport the ngltt 
Ctdtml Fn^cAies, and dKicfbie we aapput the Paiute oppo^ 
QmtdwpdiOntdc because human activity could impact the saciedness of thecaayon. And 
doribn, dwHopi Cukoial Flesetvatioii OCB(» suppoiU Alternative A, No Aclisa in this Draft 
Fj ivl mim n tf f > IfT*^ StummM If uny Mhu nHmiMive fa teleeted we rtapat. in canliiMie to he 
consolted OB tflis pnposaL 



If you have any questions or need additional infonnation, please contact Teny Mc»gait at 
the Cultural Preservation Office at 928-734-3767. ThanFyou for your consideration. 




feith J1 Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
iltuial Preservation Office 



w: Utah Suie Hiaoric Flaemiiaa OSee 
MottlMieoflMi 
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Response 268-2 

An ethnographic study of the Quitchupah Creek area was conducted with 
the Paiute Tribe (Stoffle et al. 2004). The Paiute Tribe has identified the 
Quitchupah Creek canyon as sacred; this is summarized in Section 3.13. 
Therefore some resolution with the tribes will need to be reached before any 
action is taken. Consultation with the tribes (Paiute, Hopi, and Ute) has 
been and will be on-going throughout the EIS process. 



THE PAIUTE INDIAN TRIBE OF UTAH 

440 North PMklteDrfw • OKlarCI^UIall 84120 • (435)586-1112 



Fehniay 13, 2001 



Jfc QattckapaM CntkRoad 



To Whan n Mby OoDMm: 

On bdialf of dw PiAite Indian THbe of Utah, w adoxiniedge dw 

deadline of February 15, 2002 and wish to express our npitiinn w^amliiig Aam jnmiuutd |MUjti.L 
During the past year I had the opportunity to travel to Quitdmpah Creek Road to mw die mdc 
an panels and rock shelters which contain prehistoric peliDid^|dis and |iictogta|As iriudi 
done in red ochre. 

It is evident that the selected route for the SUFCO trucks would destroy many of the 
cnHural sites we believe to be significant. It would erase the past and make only a statement of 
profit for SUFCO Coal Mine, ignonng the impact it may have on the cattle and rancheis of fliat 
area and most importantly the history which will be lost forever due to this endca\ or. 

The Paiute Tribe of Utah adamantly objects to the selection of Quilchupah Creek Road 

fi>r the pnpose <tf |»ividing a route to tnnapoiting ooai fiKUl the SUFOO Ood 

Sincerely, 

1^2^^^^^ 

LoiaE. Tom, Clfattiiwonuni 
Paiute Social Services 

UET/mwk 
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Response 341-1 

Comments noted. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
regulations require federal agencies to determine whether a federal action 
will adversely affect cultural resources and consult to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse effects 

An ethnographic study of the Quitchupah Creek area was conducted with 
the Paiute Tribe (Stoffle et al. 2004) and is summarized in Section 3.13 of 
the FEIS. 



Letter 


04/12/2002 14:M TU 4M IM IW* BUI KIcaFIBLD QOOS 




#410 


t I 

RECEIVED 

APR 1 2 .u.. 

KagrEridcMm BufeauofLand 




410-1 


lS0E«t900NMdt t 1 
DMrM».Eiiclaoii: 

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Quitchupah Creek 
Road and I agree with the Ahematives that was suggested b>' the Ute Tribe Cultural 
Rights Director, Betsy Chapoose. The only way to protect the petroglyphs in that 
particular aiea, would be to eliminate public access to the canyon this would preserve the 
histarie ate ■ dM >na. T1» odw altooMiw would 

rf jm Aodd bawB «v qwMioiB pkoe eoBtael me at dw Ub lUe RMoaRe 
Oepartmt 722-3970 or 722-3972. 


Response 410-1 

Comments noted. The proposed alignment for Alternative B, Quitchupah 
Creek Road, and Alternative C, Alternate Junction, was shifted south. This 
alignment wfould place the proposed road about 300 feet away and across 
the creek from the rock art panels which are located north of the creek. The 
new alignment would also avoid impacting known cultural sites located 
within the previous alignment. No additional sites would be impacted by 

The existing road routed between the creek and the panels would be blocked 
for access. This would tend to limit access for casual visitors. 






This modification to Alternatives B&C would avoid the direct impacts of a 
busy public road next to the rock art 




Jonas Grant Sr., Dincbir 

Ute IndiaD Tribe 

WiMiaal HrwwiH r nuMiiliiiBlM 

cc: RcMWcefik 
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LOCAL ENTITY LETTERS 



Letters Included: 



Letter #270 - Emery City Councilperson 

Letter #300 - Sevier County Economic Development 

Letter #303 - Emery Town 

Letter #374 - Salina City Corporation 

Letter #376 - Emery Town Councilperson 

Letter #389 - Sevier County Special Service District No. 1 

Letter #391 - Sevier County 

Letter #392 - Six County Association of Governments 

Letter #394 - Sevier County Public Lands Advisory Committee 

Letter #409 - Emery County Public Lands Department 
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Linda L Jackson Januaiy 17, 2002 

Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Linda: 

After mding the Quitchupah Creek Road Draft EnviraDroeaial Inqact Statement, 
Ka«a&ig parts of it, talkmg «adi odicn aiid indiag tbe artiele in Bneiy Coi^ 
Piogicss Mlowiag yow pMseiriMioa to eoiiiHy eonni^ 
am leaning toward Waler Hollow optioiL 

This option will cost moie money, but then that's not the main issue. It will not impact 
any archaeological sites, and I feel that is impoilant These sites are hundreds of years 
old and need to be preserved^ We eqjoy goiag to the sites that we know about, looking at 
them, teaching our children and gmiddiSlkai about Akol TUaispittofoivlMritlfe 

and needs to be preserved 

1 would like to see a 4-wheeler/cattle trail go along side the road as it goes on up through 

Oecanyon. Weeiijoytidii]gthisam,miiieittogoupoiiloteCUW(iiaiaikiaitg)t 
Joll«y MiU, or going on up to Qw AMfd Lake area, iny paieni* kawB m cabin at Aond 
Lake and we love going there. We like to travel on over to the Duncan Mountain and 
then dnippitig off LisfcCniyOD. We have m»de these loops rai our 4-trfieders many 

times and for many years. 

W« also own horses and eq«y riding dwm and wouM like to see a oonidor open fiw IB to 
litlff tip tlwiiugfi thiff taliyflB 

Access to this area for these forms of recreation needstobepreacncd. Idoa'tftdttatit 
would add anything to the cost of building this roadwny. 



Sinceidy, 



GlenysC. Sittenid 
Emeiy City Councilperson 
Emeiy Co. Panniog & Zoning Boaidmember 
SondieastHiiUrOHVCHbi 



2^0 
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Response 270-1 

A fenced livestock trail would be constructed along 1.5 miles of the 
proposed road in Convulsion Canyon where the topography limits free 
movement of livestock. East of this, livestock would trail outside of the 
fenced corridor. 

Response 270-2 

Currently there is not a designated ATV trail in the canyon. There will be 
no ATV trail constructed beside the proposed road. 



Sevier County Economic Development 

250 N. Main • RiclifceU, UT 84701 
Pluaiei 43&.893-0454 • Fax: 435-893-0495 
Enwil: ie«ieiiitali@]iotiii«ii.ooiii 



FebnHuy^2002 



Ms. Linda Jadooo 
PlAbc A£bifs Officer 

Fishlalce National Forest 

1 1 5 East 900 North 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

This letter is to express my support fi>r tiw Quitchupab Creek Road proposal, qwdScal^, 
Mtemative D ia the atudy draft. 

Alternative D appeals to any the best balance of impact and mitigation to meet the needs of all 
parties involvBd. Wl office suppoits the effort to safely and effiiaemly move coal from the mine 
toitscuitoaMniaEneqrCoua^. A» you know, the coal ameopaation is a major employer and 
invvMes a li%lKr w«ge job than most Other oisanizatians. At tiie same time, 
Alternative D protects iaqpoitam odtural sites and the enviragnienL 

Sincerely, 

Malcolm R. Nash 
Director 
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Response 300-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#303 



emerVtoWn 

PJX80X106 
EimiV, UTAH 64582 

Februaiy 11, 2002 



f£6 ■ 'iii<n 



303-1 



303-2 



303-3 



Kay 

Bureau of Land 

150 East 900 North 

Richfield. Utah 84701 

Dear Mr. Erickson: 

The purpose of this letter is to ofter conmiBnts on behalf of Emety Town 
regaidhg (he propbsed QuNdiupah Creek Road. 

It is the position of the imjotl^ of Ihadfaana of IWefcwnlwt A lieni n g 

Action, is the prefierrad anemallve. They feel hat lliis is a ««ry peimanent 
solution to support an industry that will only be operating for the next 30 years or 
so. Tlie destruction of archeological sites, disruption of wildlifs, requiring trudOng 
of cattle, and the general degradation of a beautiful pristine canyon are too high a 
price to pay when a perfectly acceptable altemathre already ensls, iA, the 
Convulsion Canyon road down to 1-70. 

It is the opinion of many in this town that road down that unstable canyon waiM 
be at best difficult and very expensive to maintain. And long aiier mining ceases, 
the road would be a permanent scar on the landscape. 

An aHemafve preeentod by a town councilman concerns the Muddy Creek ana. 
He feels that since the mine wishes to put an opening into this area to drain 
water from the m'ne, he asks if a portal could be opened there and a road biM 
from there down to Hwy 1 0. The road would be all on Forest Senrice or BIM 
land, bypassing the Hinkins property. It would also then bypass Enwy ToMm. 
This would shorten coal haul even more. 



This concludes our 
viewtt. 



Thank you for the opportunity to present our 

ItXichaeU.wfffemt,! 
Emery Town 
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Response 303-1 

Comments noted. 

Response 303-2 

The design of the road would utilize additional granular fill to mitigate for 
the unstable soils per UDOT recommendations, see Borrow Material Areas 
in Chapter 2 of FEIS. This design should make for a stable road base. The 
scar from construction of the proposed road would be readily visible within 
Quitchupah Creek but would not be readily apparent from SR-10. The 
visual intrusion of the proposed road would meet visual standards for the 
Fishlake National Forest and the BLM Richfield Field Office. See Section 
3.10 Visual Resources, Recreation, and Wilderness, in the FEIS for 
explanation of visual impact. 

Response 303-3 

A portal loadout facility in Muddy Creek is not feasible for the SUFCO 
Mine because the interior mine coal transport system is aligned west and 
south away from Link Canyon and Muddy Creek. See Section 2.6 of the 
FEIS. 




SALINA CITY corporation 



90WESTMAIN-RO.B0DCfe9SALINA,inAH-84654-(435)529-7304 



Fdiniaiyl3.20a2 



Ms. Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
llSEast900N<Hth 
Ricbfidd.UTS4701 ' 

Dear Ma. bdisan: 



RECEIVED 
FEB tPtOK 



H*N6EH_ 

BUSINESS USUI ^ 

oBcfleAnoN 



WM?UFE- 



My ofnce would like to enter our support for the Quitctaq>ah Creek Rini'iii^iinal. Based on our 
understanding of the project, the Water Hollow Road route (Alternative D)is'i9ie 0|itiaii wiA the lease 
conflict, and also has support of the only private landovmer in the area. 



We wish to express our admiiation of the public-private nature of this proposal. Under the plan, the 
Sevier County Special Services District would construe! this public road. The SUFCO Mine would tbea 
be a toll user of the public road in order to pay for the construction and maintenance^pfihe load. The 
end resuh is that flie yniea is beaefidri fjifatfefllwasaM 

1) 11k QintdnfahCraek Rood icdixxs die total Hi^^ 
(RMiixlK9)ofSR-10aiidJ-7a " " ' 

2) It is gh«flMtte coal CMttwBhiveiiM signed 

Holler P(Wernattafid^ Ss«i«$Jki«a^ TbeQiiitdiqMb-6«efc"Rb^diRctly 
adibesses the efficieiKy nid «db9'6f die ddi'veqrof dw 00^ 

3) TheSiatecifUIAisl)iesNd^«ameaf4be.low^ 
asweUasprovidiiigloweostpawerlO''KevadsaBdC^^ Thiaisdnetadie 
avmMnlity<tfUtah's'U^(puli<yJ'owsii]foe^ However, the nil agsfcrnmcenbal 
Utah is relatively undeveloped, and the delivery of Utah coal is laig^^d^peDdent on the 
highway system. Again, the Quitchupah Creek Road directly addtessesOe effideney of 
coal delivery with a relatively unique public/private partnership. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Quitchupah Cieek Road proposal. 

Sincerely, 

MaHMi S. Anderson 
Salina City Mayor 
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Response 374-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#376 



oi/ia/02 n-E lists ta «oi n* m47 fi^ lme m. FoiiEn 



376-1 



376-2 



F<ibiiBiylS.2002 



S*,^.: Proposed eo.. haul ro«.do«ndKQ»«chemp.hc«,* 
Sid to Srfco ard the To>«n of Emay. 

. ..larfm the Muddy Creek to ae- 

belongs 

,..reei*«.b.«c.^«;^-i^;;^:rre',i;:i^ 

Muddy creek •iidte«*rlM«n«^^"^^jfce Bole if ootany P«*l» 

SlT^«deof*ec«.yon .!^!^^Sfl«eo^ 
J^Lice to this toad becaiise there IS » """^^ 

^ountaiiis If.*i»'«|*2S^^h 'sR^oTL Moore Ha. and 
creek c»Dyoo it v«mW t*™?* ^T"" j"!], ' h-oce stwing on Foiest Service hkIBIM 
■-Adf *»ciiV<» <»«*^ ^oiwliWor quality on the noitfc 

l^tad tteMire route. 1 have no idea as to ^^f^ JTSL^ facility located 

u, the Muddy Creek would 
Muddy creek canyon. 
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Response 376-1 
Comments noted. 



Response 376-2 

Muddy Creek, a deep canyon on the north side of the Pines Tract, which is 
now being mined through the SUFCO Mine, was also considered as a 
possible portal site and coal transport route. The SUFCO Mine has applied 
for treated mine water discharge into Muddy Creek via a small portal 
located on the side of the canyon. There are two problems with enlarging 
this portal for loadout, 1) a route in the canyon is very rough and steep and 
would be located adjacent to a stream that provides culinary water, a 
problem for maintaining water quality, and 2) the mine plan as explained in 
the preceding discussion on a portal in Link Canyon makes this portal site 
economically unfeasible. See Section 2.6 in the FEIS. 



Letter 
#389 



SEVKRCaUHrvSraOAL SERVICE DOTKICTNQ 1 

anNaKiHMAiN 
HCHPOSAOT wm 



389-1 



Ms. Maiy C Eddtson 
Forest Supcrriur 
RshlakeNitioialRitat 
USEactSOONordi 
IUdifidd.irT 

RE: Quitchupah CnxkHoidEIS 
Dear Ms Eric±son: 

Sener County Spedil Serrice Disllia No.l reijuested right-of-ways firom both the 
USPS and BLM for improvement of an msting dirt nud down Quildiupah Canyon- ^ 
appreciate the cooperation of tbc USPS and the ELM iB the NSPA pnoM «ad^ «D 



QUE Opinion 35 



to the desired coarse of actioc 



^ ioJiiatEd the activity on the Quitdiupah Road NEPA proosa about (exit years aga 
This project will provide benefit to the Sufco mine, truciing companjes, t OUWta and 
citizens of the area. Although the 'Witrr Hollow Ahemative cosu additional mCBi lt^ 
beHere it is tbe best rouie and support its selectioa as Ac preferred ahetnatiw fat ^ B& 
Hm RMR ak^M moM gf lbs eooaoi* of Ac psiiui bndowneta and the Natne 
AtnaicaundstameetaitxntorftetiMdief llieinneBidlni<^opentions. Itwould 
also avoid kncxra cutaml resources sites and aBow BadWonal uses of Quitchupah Canyon. 
A cattle trail should be included in thn design of the roac on the Forest Service Lands to 
allow the tiadtlional nailing of catJk. Thia tai could be located not^ of the road iwifa die 
nor* side of tbe toad being fenced filOOiBioiidHolkiBr to T" — " 
the trailing catde and road traffic 

Scvia Counter Spedal Service District No. 1 strongly sui_ 
Vte lUov Baatt M die pseCond alttntaine fiw the EIS. 

Sincerely 
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Response 389-1 

A fenced cattle trail would be constructed on 1 .5 miles of the west end of 
the road where topography limits free trailing movement. East of this, 
livestock would trail outside the fenced road corridor. See Section 3.8 of 
the FEIS. 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
Tex R. Olsen 
QatyB-Usaon 



Administralion Building 
250 Noith Main 

Richfield. Utah 84701 
(49S>MS««00 

FW(<43S)e 



Steven C. Wall - CMlWlKtlor 
QailDeMle-Aaaanor 
Shnm M. Fu el on b th -Twuwf 



Fd»uaiy26,2002 | " '^ ^ i' J i ^ | § ' 



Ms. Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affiirt Ofiicet 
FitbUce Niliaml Fbicst 
lis East 900 Ncfdi 
Riclifidil,UT 84701 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 




The Sevier County Commission has, and will continue to siqipoit the idea of a developed load from 

the Convulsion Canyon Mine in Sevier Count> to State Route 1 0. We see a definite need for the road, which 
w ill be a count) road, and a great opportunit>' to gel it built without the use of public funds. We believe this 
to be a \\ in-\\ in situation for our public because of the willingness of the mine management to charge a toll 
for the construction or' the road and the ability of the public to use the road for access to the Accord Ldtes 
area, as well as access for employees and sen ice personnel from Emery and Caibon Counties. 

Oar Courty ConmissioD supports Alternative D, the Water Hdlow note:, and we encourage youi 
agencies to look elosdyMlliUaheniative. As you know, it is a longer and more coqwosive route but we 
believe the benefits outweigh the costs. The obvious benefits are, less aicbeological disturbance, and greater 

acceptance by private landowners and Native American groups. We believe dus imne win enhance the 
scenic opportunities, as it gets out of the bottom of the canyon and may well conqsliment the eventual 
development of the rock art sites along Quitchupah Creek. 

The Commission believes that the impact to public lands fapproximately 1 50 acres) is well worth the 
benefits of public s,;ici> . cn^.ergency response capabiht)-. economic benel'its, greater convenience of travel for 
the public and new scenery av ailability. We believe that these opportunities fit well into the governance of 
the multiple use policy for public land management. The economic ben^ atone is e Miem ely important to 
our county and is well documented in the draft E.I.S. 

We wish to thank you for the opportunity we have had to work with you on this project and to 
comment on this draft. We ofieroor availability aiid willingness to conlinne to wwk together to grtd^ 
important project completed. 



Sincoely, 



Tex R. Olsen 
Commissioner 




31 



Ralph Okerlund 
Commissioner 



-ThmHubaflScmnlcSoum»m Utmh 



ary Mason 
Commissioner 
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Response 391-1 

Comments noted. 




SIX COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 



Sexier County Courthouse 

250 North Main 
Richfield, Utah &4701 
Telephone (435) 896-<>222 
Fkx:(435)«9M951 



OTHCE OF EXECUTIVE DIRECIOR 
PIANMNG ANDCOMNlUNmr DEVELOPMENT 
ACINC/HUMAN RESOURCES 
ADMINISrRAnvE SERVICES 




Febro»fy26,2002 

Ms. Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

As you are aware the Six County Association of Govemments conqirise local officials of Juab, Millard, Fiule, 
Sanpete, Sevier am) Wayne counties. Tlinnigb a united voice we would like to subniitouisuppon for die 
Quitdiupah Qgek Road proposal. 

After a leview (rfdK inject, we bdiew dot the Wiiei Hbllaw Ihiad nml^ cr Al^^ 

die least ocnfHct. This ahenntive also has the support of the only private landowner in die area. 

We commend the public-private partnership of this project. It is our understanding that Sevier County would 
construct a public road, and after constiuctian, SUFCO Mine would be a toll user of the road. Proceeds from the 
toll collection would be used to offset road construction and mainHimiee coats of flic nud. Ihecndnmltaaf 
the project will be most beneficial. 

The Qiiitchiipah Ciwk Itoid rediKes Ae onmmt of tiiids <m SR-10 and 1-70 m a SO oak 

With signed contracts. SUFCO will deliver coal to the Hunter Power Plant and Savage Load-out The 
Quitchupah Creek Road directly addresses the safety of delivery along portions of the route. Additionally, the 
Road provides for much more efRcient means of delivery. Finally, Utah has a high quality, low sulfur coal, and 
utilization of this coal in power genetadon has resulted in some of die lowest electricity costs in the United 
States. This low cost power also benefits Nevada and Califoinia. Because die rail system in central Utah is 
tmdadeveloped and iioaltenBtiiitiiieiigoftr a iiqionation is available, coal iMMt be taaiiM 
Ugjiway system. Again the QuitdnpahCiedcKMd addresses Ait coocern and provides a iiieaiis of efficieiicy 
through a vm- unique public/private partnership. 

We commend the efforts of those involved in developing this prpject. We iccl the Quitchupah Credc Road 
pnqect is a ttecessaiy project Which wiU hdp 1 nqoi indusny of 

We appredate die opportunity of pravidiBg fliese &vaid>le ooimiieilb Oil die (^nl^^ 

Should you need additional inftnniioii or GODiiinils, please ftd fiee to eoMMt Mr. Russ Cow^ 

Director at (435) S96-9222 Ext 12. ." 



Sincerely yours. 




Comnussioiicr J ostp h Bc fnmi 
SCAOG Chair 
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Response 392-1 

Comments noted. 



Sevier County Public Lands Advisory Committee 
250 North Main 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

435-893-0458 
Febnuiy26,2002 



Ms. Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
113East900Nofth 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 




ChirOwmntM would lilw to cater ow support fiirtlwQuj^^ Based oo our 

undentandiiig of the imgect, flie Walci HoUow Road nnile (Alternative D) u die 
conflict, and also has supp«t of die only privtie Umdoiwner in dM aiea. 

We wish to express our admiraiiun of ihcpublic-IHrivateiiatUieofdlis proposal. Under the plan, the 
Sevier County Special Sen'ices Distnct would construct tbispublk road. The SUFCO Mine would then 
be a toll user of the public road in order to pay W the fflwifitnictiftn and nuii nlienaiMe ftf tht tthmI The end 

result is that the project is beneficial for several reasons: 



1 . The Quitchupah Creek Road reduces the total amount of trucks on roughly 50 miles (round trip) of 
SR-10andl-7a 

2. It is a given that die eod contract s have been signed and die cod Trill be ddwewd to dwHnattr 
Power Plant and die Savage loadout Tbe Quitchupah Creek Road directly addiesses die efBcieocy 
and aafely of the deBvety of the cod ahng a portion of die Touce. 

3. The Slate of Utah is blessed with some of the lower cost electricity in the United States, as well as 
providing low cost power to Nevada and California. This is due to the availabiUty of Utah's high 
quali1>'. low sulfur coal. However, the rail system in central Utah is relatively undeveloped, and 
thcdclncp. of Utah coal is largely dependent on the highway system. Again, the Quitchupah 
Creek Road direcdy addresses the efficiency of coal delivoy widi a relatively unique 
public/private paitneidiip. 

Thank you for the oppommity to comment on the Qititcfaupah Credc Road proposaL 



Sincerely, 

Ral|A (Mseriund, Co-dunr 
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Comments noted. 



Letter 










#409 












EMiSiRY 










^ A Bl V W 

W If U ■■ T T 


PnUic Lands Denartment 










ValFqni^ Director 






Febniaiy26.2002 


m 152902 








Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 










BUSI!4ESSUQMT 








Fisfilal<e National Forest 


KSBflEMION 








115 East 900 Nortii 
Ricniiehi, Ulan 84701 


















Kay Erickson 


mam. 








Reatt/ Specialist 

Bureau of Land Management 

Richfield Field Office 
150 East 900 North 
Richfiekl, Utah 84701 










RE: Draft EnvironmewM Iwpact Slaieiiietit (DB8) for the ppopaiad OuWehypeh 
Creek Road 






On bolMlf of BiMy Countyj appreciato the opportimi^ to comment on the above 
rofawneed DBSl Emefy County acknowledgas the staled puiposes and needs for the 
proposed road, as dsdnad in the OEia AddMonaly.fiwooun^isawareafthe 
oonoamsaaaociatedwahBie project tnvBlvlnalhiestocfcopeialh^ 
cultural resources, wildlifs, water resources, traditionat recreational uses Including 
OHV/ATV access, and the natural and historic ambiance of QuHchupah. Bmeiy County 
recognizes that the niajor portion of the proposed project is outside of the ooun^ 
however, the impacts resulting fivm the prefect and the aesociated transportation of 

coal directly effects Emery County and ite citizens. 




409-1 


Emery County strongly supports the established livestock operations and activities 
associated with the allotments in Qutichupah and the surrounding area. The county is 
equally supportive of protection of private property interests, cultural resources and 
traditional uses related to the Quitchupah area. Therefore, Emery County recommends 
modification of Alternative D to include fencing and underpasses for livestock and 
wHdito, as deecribed in the DBS. Additionally, a fenced IhwrtBCk trail should be 
established along the western portion of the project, in ConwMafcM Canyon, to facilitate 
movenMnt of livestock and wHUe. As the DEIS states, *... AW adMlyooeura in the 


Response 409-1 

A fenced cattle trail would be constructed along 1 .5 miles of the western 
portion of the proposed road where topography prohibits free movement of 
the cattle. From there the cattle would trail outside the fenced road corridor. 

The livestock trail would not accommodate ATV traffic, nor would ATVs 
be able to utilize the area outside the fence. 




P.O. Bin 1298, CatdeDak^ Utah S4S13 ► TdqAoae (435)381-5552 . 


Fax (435) 381-5644 






<^ 
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Letter 
#409 



409-1 
cont. 



409-2 



409-3 



409-4 



409-5 



409-6 



409-7 



canyon although Ihb area is not currently regulated as an officiai ATV use area by 
eiSier the Forest Senrioa or BLM.' The livestock traUcouM accommodate ATV use tf 
the regutetoiy agendos allow such use. Drift fanoes and comb ahouM be oonatnidad 

as necessary to address the needs of the livestocK pe m ii ttooa . hnpacbuniquatoan 
Individual pemilttee should be appropriately mitigaiBd. Selectian of a modHM 
Alternative D will allow the traditional uses associated with Quitchupah to conliweand 
will eliminate or greatly reduce the potential impacts to cultural resources. 
D involves only two parcels of private property and a single private property 
The county believes that the concerns Fegaidlng p ri v at e proper^ MflR be add ws ed 
through the modified Alternative D. 

Emery County concludes that Alternative D, nxxlified as described herein, is the only 
altenKrtlve whicft satisfies the purposes and needs identified in the DEIS while 
addraesing the concents which have been brought before the County regarding the 

Tim fi J iiwli n j mli Hhmii t i <iiisiiimlw mw iil fe i e il 

Statenient at page xi regarding Altematree C veads. This route allow loaded coal 

trucks to utilize their momentum gained while descending Quitchupah Creek Road to 
ascend the 0.6 percent grade." Statement at page xiv regarding Altemalive C reads, 
"The route ..loaded haul trucks would use the momentum gained de s cs nd lnB 
Quitchupah Creek to ascend the 2.5 percent maximum grade....". 

The DEIS contains Statements, at page xiii and elsewhere, regarding reduced total 
dissolved solids (TDS). or decreased salinity in Quitchupah Creek resulting from the 
improved road. However, the DEIS does not address the potential for TDS and salinity 
to inemase due to salt used during winter read maintenance operations. 

Tlie discinaion al page A. oonvaring Mtamalive C to MtomaMw B is oonl^^ 
Reganiing Altemative B, tie DEIS reads, "The route would reduce the round-trip haul 
by SO ndes...*. Regarding AHemative C the DEIS reads, 'Impacts are similar to thoae 
sunsnariaed under AHemative B, except the route would be slightly longer; however,' it 

would save an additional 53 miles on the round-trip haul...' If the route is "slightly 
longei*. additional miles cannot be saved. Also, the miles saved by the "longer' route 
wouki be a total of 53 miles, or an additional 3 miles, not bie an additional 53. 

The information, at page 2-3, regarding the increase in the percentage of coal truck 
traffic on SR-10 (from 20% to 60%) should be included at page 3-110. rather than the 
current statement which simply indicates that recent percentage figures "have/will 
become inaecufate* due to 'additional haul tnjck traffic to SR-IO*. 

Ttie pRveriy oamer ideiiliiied at page 2-2 as TTtomas C. Buniu at al conMcb wWi 
Figure 24 which ahoMcs the property owner as Thonias E Bunn. at al. 
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Response 409-2 

Comments noted. 

Response 409-3 

Editorial changes made. 

Response 409-4 

The final EIS has been revised to include a more extensive description of 
the BMPs associated with the proposed road design, construction, and 
maintenance. Further, it has been revised to include details on applicant- 
committed and agency-committed measures, which would help to reduce 
existing sediment/salinity impacts. Lastly, the EIS has incorporated an 
extensive monitoring plan, which would ensure that chronic 
sedimentation/erosion sources associated with the road project are fixed. 
All of these measures combined would minimize the potential for increasing 
the amount of total dissolved solids in Quitchupah Creelf above current 
levels, in spite of some localized areas of increased erosion due to increased 
disturbance. 

Further, It is important to note that the Utah Division of Water Quality, in its 
West Colorado Watershed Management Unit Water Quality Assessment 
Report (Dec 2000), states that the probable sources for TDS in the 303(d) 
listed stretch of Quitchupah Creek downstream of the project area were 
natural and agricultural practices, not roads. While there are other 
contributors to watershed erosion and salinity loading to Quitchupah Creek, 
there is no intent in this project, nor does there need to be, to fix all prior 
existing problems in the Quitchupah Creek watershed. The existing 
character of the water, riparian, soil conditions, upland watershed uses 
(including ATV and livestock), and instream water rights were all 
documented in the affected environment section of the Draft EIS. 

The existing mine drainage from the SUFCO Mine is permitted under the 
The existing mine drainage from the SUFCO Mine is permitted under the 
UPDES wastewater discharge program and is generally of better quality in 
regard to TDS than the receiving waters it discharges to. 

However, the net effects of the proposed project on the stream would be 
monitored, and mitigation implemented as necessary should impacts be 
noted. 

Livestock impacts on riparian areas were noted in the Draft EIS, but given 
the primacy of the private landowners and the valid in-stream stockwatering 
rights, it is difficult to see how to mitigate TDS impacts by changing this. 
The proposed riparian fencing of several miles of Quitchupah Creek would, 
over time, help to reduce livestock impacts to riparian areas. Further, 
mitigation measures to reduce overall watershed erosion and stream 
sedimentation would require large scale watershed projects that would be 
beyond the scope of this road project. The old road would be reclaimed 
under Alternatives B&C as previously stated on page 2-12 in Section 2.2, 
Alternative B of the Draft EIS. 



Letter 
#409 



409-8 



409-9 



409-10 



409-11 



Page 3^. rafMonce to Secdon 4.9 should be 3A 
Page 3^. referenoe to Table 3.8-1 should be 3.8-1. 
Page 3-70. rohiu ii w to Table 3.8-2 should be 3.9^ 

At page 3-89, the reader is referred to Appendix B regarding the irrigation canal that 
would be affected at various locations between Stations 290+00 and 350+00. 
However, the location of the canal is not identified on Strip Maps 10 through 12 in the 
Appendix. Therefore, the reader must discern the location of the canal t>ased on 
oonlDurhnea. 

Page 348. refarenoes to TaUe 3.12-1 should be 3.13-1. 
Page 3-108, referenoee to AHemafive A aie iiworrsct 

Page 3-110, Table 3.15-1. reference to SR-122 should be 8R-1SSu The Mbnnaian 
presented at page 3-110 should indicate that the traffic vohsnae prajscbd tor the year 

2020 will possibly occur much sooner, as discussed at pages xS and 3-114. 

Page 3-114. reference to Table 3.14-1 should be 3.15-1. 

Regarding the socioeconomic analysis of impacts to SR-10, Emery County understands 
the rationale stated at page 3-124, "In order to accurately compare the costs among 
alternatives associated with upgrading SR-10, it is necessary to focus on the segment 
of loed, and associated costs, that would experience differences attributable to the four 
aRemaliMa.* Namely, the segment of SR-1 0 firom 1-70 to the northernmost junction of 
the praposedQuliGhupab read. Hommvbt, as the DEIS also states, 'Any siftads 
oceuiTlngteBw north of itiat point would be ocnraontoal alton i a llwB B .' Thsiefcie,a 
more connplete and meaningM aaaeasmsnt of aodoeconomic bnpacte to SR-10 should 
address the projected increase In coal truck volumes Mentilied hi the DBS and the 
resultant impacts to SR-10. 

The DEIS states at page 3-122, "SR-10 is an old road built on poor soil materials that is 
nan-ow, follows the contour of the land in hilly terrain, and has weak to medium 
strength pavennent structure. Under existing traffic the years to fatigue average nino 
with four years being the worst case." The DEIS also indicates, at page 2-3, that SR- 
1 0 north to Muddy Creek would need to be rebuilt and bridges replaced to 
accommodate the projected level of coal truck traffic which may reach 128,000 trips per 
year, as much as a 25% Increase over existing traffic volumes. The projected fatigue of 
SR-1 Oinom the propoeedinleraection of the Qutichu pah road to the Hunter Plant 
IbitheDBS. 



The sodoeoonoirfe sedon of «ie DEIS is dsfldsnt in toat •« discusaton of the 
"negalhw feifMcIs to ttte these tanchltig operaUons*, at page 3-128, does not 
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Response 409-4 cont 

A sand/salt mix would be used for winter maintenance. Chemicals, such as 
commoiily used road salt, would be needed during the winter to insure safe 
driving conditions. However, best management practices would be applied 
to insure that they are used in an appropriate manner to minimize 
contributions to stream salinity. Newer chemical alternatives to salt, such as 
calcium magnesium acetate, have not been used extensively in Utah, but 
could be a possibility for use in the future should cost, safety, and 
environmental concerns allow. 



Response 409-5 

Editorial changes made. 

Response 409-6 

Editorial changes made. 

Response 409-7 

Editorial changes made. 

Response 409-8 

Editorial changes made. 



Response 409-9 

Some of the work has been completed to maintain and upgrade SRIO to 
accommodate the increased coal truck traffic. This information is discussed 
in Alternative A No Action in Section 2.1. A more detailed discussion is 
included in Section 3.14 of the FEIS. 



Response 409-10 

Information regarding SR-10 has been revised in Chapter 2 and Section 
3.14. 



Response 409-11 

The loss of AUMs is insignificant. About 1 .5 miles of fenced livestock trail 
would be constructed on the west end of the proposed road where 
topography limits free trailing movement. East of this, livestock would trail 
outside the fenced corridor. 



adeq uately address the a o d OBOonomic iitpaols to tlw Mwa t o ck opa w ta w . Impacb 

should be quantified. 

Figure 34. the aoiptarariian inlb for Ek HabiM is inooireci^ 

Appendix B, Strip Maps mtttod Plan and Proiae; however, the pralHa vlaw is not 

shown. 

Strip Map 7, an area t>etween Stations 220+00 and 224+50 is delineated. It appears 
IhammaybeprepoaadasapotsnHalstagingaw: howBWf. Hiaiiot c cnili l antaiBh 
the Explanation provMad on the map. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate inttie review Of ttwDEIS. Vyouhav* 
questions, please call me at (435) 381-65S2. 

Sin^ecely^ 

Val Payne, Director 

Emary County PuMc Land* DapartmaM 
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Response 409-12 

Editorial changes made. 



GROUP LETTERS 



Letters Included: 

Letter #3, 12-95, 273, 373 - Robinson Transport 

Letter #6-10 - Barney Trucking 

Letter #98, 148, 274 - Triune, Inc. 

Letter #100 - RMA Sales Management Co. 

Letter #102 - Forest Guardians 

Letter #107 - Western Mine Tools, Inc. 

Letter #108-179 - Local Citizens 

Letter #147 - Southeastern Utah Off-Highway Vehicle Club 

Letter #149 - Morgantown Machine & Hydraulics of Utah Inc. 

Letter #180-267, 277-298, 304-336, 339 - SUFCO Mine 

Letter #276 - Longwall West, Inc. 

Letter #337 - Industrial Electric Motor Service 

Letter #338 - RM Wilson Co. 

Letter #342 - Tram Electric Inc. 

Letter #343 - Tram Electric Inc. 

Letter #344 - Tram Electric Inc. 

Letter #345 - Tram Electric Inc. 

Letter #346 - Tram Electric Inc. 



Letter #347 - Tram Electric Inc. 

Letter #348 - Tram Electric Inc. 

Letter #368 - Custom Supply, Inc. 

Letter #369, 370 - Barclay Mechanical Services, Inc. 

Letter #371 - Utah Wildlife Federation 

Letter #375 - Savage Industries Inc. 

Letter #377 - DBT America Inc. 

Letter #380 - Joy Mining Machinery 

Letter #381-388 - DBT America Inc. 

Letter #396 - Canyon Fuel Company, LLC 

Letter #398 - Utah Archaeological Research Institute 

Letter #400 - Castle Valley Land and Livestock 

Letter #402 - Utah Farm Bureau Federation 

Letter #403 - Utah Environmental Congress 

Letter #404 - Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance 

Letter #406 - Interwest Mining Company 
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Letters 
#3,12 - 95, 
273, 373 



3-1 
3-2 




(&St SOMOl • (435) S29>7820 



850Westi 



KUttikMfiS4 



IaMiaiy28,2002 



MaiyCErickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
Fishlake National Forest 
lis East 900 North 
Kidifidd. Utah 84701 

RE: Quitcinpah Cndc Road EIS 

DearMs-EiidESoa: 



The development of a shorter route between the SUFCO Mine and Highway 10 would 
ticduce the time and fuel consumption for the hauling of coal to the Hunter Power Plant 

and Savage Coal Termina- In addition, it would reduce the potential for accidents with 
other molon?ts using the 5ime roads as trucks hauling coal. We are in favor of the 
construction of the propossd Quilchupah Creek Road with the Alternative D alignment as 
our preference. 




Thadk yon for your consiceration md iciriew of the ii 
I of the Quiichjpah Greek Road Pngect. 



infonnalioa oonoenung the 



As an employee of a tiucbng finn I would propose the Alternative D aUgmneiit as my 
pieliBie&ce. 



Sincerely, 



Address: 



Response 3-1 

The fuel savings are described in Section 3.15 Socioeconomic Resources. 
Response 3-2 

The presence of an alternate route to SUFCO Mine would aid in rendering 
assistance by outside agencies during an emergency. The proposed road 
would eliminate the possibility of traffic collisions with coal tracks from the 
SUFCO Mine east on 1-70 to Fremont Junction and north on SR-10 to 
Quitchupah Creek Bridge. 

This letter also signed by: Jeff Leavitt, Cody K. Bradshaw, Teddy 
Anderson, Terry Harvey, Will E. Dob, Scott L. Malmgren, Brent C. 
Lawson, Randy Elmer, Rodney Nielson, Lawrence Wichael, Dan Chavis, 
George Allen, Jacob Leavitt, Gerry W. Hansen, Roger Otis, Chuck Roberts, 
Scott Hall, Kristoffer G. Noyes, Shawn Edwards, Mitchell Anderson, 
Michael J. Brandon, Tim Snow, Burke Barton, Jeff Devereaux, Michael 
Pendleton, Jerry Nebeker, Michael Jensen, Ronnie Lund, F. LaMar 
Christensen, Jeremy M. Roberts, Lewis Robinson, Troy Torgason, Brandon 
J. Mason, H. Kim Gramse, Mark E. Miller, Robert C. Banks, Kerry Ball, 
Eric Lenth, Scott A. Beckstead, Rodney Butcher, Cody Christensen, Yanell 
P. Synder, Delmar T. Overall, Edwin O Heath, Brady Barton, Billy A. Pay, 
Jack B. Robins, Dillan Hutchings, Dustin Malmgren, Steven Rasmussen, 
J.W. Anderson, Tony Barney, Marty Lewis, Jeff Leavitt, J.R. France, Larry 
Gregerson, Joseph Udy, Harold Kim Gramse, Dave Torgason, Darwin 
Brown, Cory Piep, Grant Bastian, Harold Harrison, Ellis MiUer, Rex 
Barney, Blaine Buchanon, Evan Leavitt, Steve Smith, Charles Black, Kevin 
Williams, Jerry Mason, Rick Holliday , Ixster Neff singer. Matt Long, Jason 
Winder, Kim Curtis, Neil Beach, Dan Poulson, Kim Robinson, Shane C. 
Barrow, Travis Harvey and six illegible names. 
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Letter #6- 
9 


^^^^^^ 






BARIEY TRUCSn 






Jaiiiiiiy2S,2002 






Mary C. Erickson 
FoRSt SnDenrisflr 

* ^"^^^ ■'•^■•■p ^Ms^n 

USDA Forest Service 
FisUakeNalionalFoRtt 
IIS East 900 Noitt 

Richfield, UT 84701 






RE: Quiichupah Creek Road EIS 






Dear Ms. Erickson: 




6-1 


The development of a shoner route between the SUFCO Mine and Highway 1 0 would 
reduoe the time and fiiel consumption for the hauling of coal lo the Humer Power Plan 
wN ^wiuiffHu. IS <HKuuon» 11 wouju Fcauce tne potential lor accidents with other 
■notaiists using die same mods as tnickslMuliiig coal. WeaieinfinOTofthe 
onistiuaioii Of prajiOMd (hntdiupah Credc Ro^ 

our preference. 


Response 6-1 

Comments noted. 




This letter also signed by: Brad Barney, Lane Barney, and Glen M. Barney. 




Thank you for your coosidntian and leWew of the inftHinafioa coi^^ 
construction of the QuiMfa^iab Cieek Road Pitgect. 






d) 






Barney Trucking Inc. 

195 South 800 West • SaBrra, Utah 84654 • (435) 529-3701 Office • (43S) S29-7314 Fax 
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Letter #10 



10-1 



10-2 




TRUCmC 



Jammy 21,2002 

Ms. Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affiairs Officer 
Fishlal(e National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, UT 84701 

DearMs. Jackaon, 



NflitmroKsr 
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TIMBER 

VLTSHD. 



; t->:-\ 

IS 

l£ 



j VLTSHD. 

IBITHP— , 



pyncH i 



TO_ 



My office vrould like to eater ow support ibr QiilefeiipA Ocek Road pniMsa!. 

Based on our uiidastaiiding of (be pciject, the WMer Hidkw 

is the option vnth die least Goidkt, and also has support of die only private lando^^ 

theaiea. 

We wish to express our admiration of the public-private nature of this proposal. Under 
die idn^ llw Sew ConnQr facial Seracea Dialiiot would coaMrael llui 
Tbe SUFCO kfine iiDuid dicB te a ton uaer of die pnHki mad !■ orici to jiay fcc As 
coBiiractloii a nd ma l n l rnw ice of flwwd. Tha end icNhiadiatdwpN^ is beneficial 
for sevaial leasoos: 

1. 



The Qmtelniiah Creek Roud reduces the total amount of trades «o rou^y 50 
miles (roundtrip) of SR- 1 0 and 1-70. 

It is a given that the coal connacts have been signed and the coal will be 
deliveied to the Hunter Power Plant and the Savage loadouL The Quitchupah 
Cmk Road diiMdy addnaM die eOnaov and satrty of Iba deliviQiy of dK 
coal aloag a peitioii of die nnite. 

The State of Utah is blessed with some of the lovrerst cost electricity in the 
United States, as well as providing low cost power to Nevada and California. 
This is due to the availability of Utah's high qualitv-. low sulfur coal. 
However, the rail system in central Utah is re!ativel\ undc\cloped. and the 
delivery of Utah coal is largely dependent on the highway system. Again, the 
Quitchup>ah Creek Road directly addresses the tffit i fl l Ky of tjOal dcliVCTy with 
a relatively unique public/private partnership. 



Thank you fijfdK opportunity ti 



t oa the QmUdaipah Ciedc Road ptopoaaL 




Brad Barney - Barney Trucking Inc. 



Barney Trucking Inc 
195 South 800 West • Sallna, Utah 84654 • (435)529-3701 




Ice • (435) 529-7314 Fax 
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Response 10-1 

Comments noted. 



Response 10-2 

The 1-70 and SR-10 road systems presently are the only route for 
transporting coal east from the SUFCO Mine, a rail system does not exist 
nor is one plarmed for eastern Sevier County. 



Letter 
#98, 104, 
148, 274 



98-1 




TRIUNE, INC. 



Stiwiti Pradwit md SyitMiii hr 



GENERAL OFFICES; 

2326 1-70 Frontage Koad 
Grand Junction, 
Colorado 81S05 

FAX: (970) 241-096 



January 31 , 2002 



Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Sen/ice 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 

RichfieM,UT 84701 

RE: Ouitchupali Craek Road EIS 

Dear Ms. Erickson: 




As part of my business, I frequently travel to the SUFCO mine. I support the 
consttuction of the Quitehupah Creek Road for the following reasons: 

1 . n wM pravide a shorter route from Emery County to ttie SUFCO Mine and the 
Acoid Lakes area thus saving time and fuel; 

2. Create a lower probai>Hty of accidents wtth passenger veMdes by reducing 
trafQc on 1-70 and theAconLLakes Road; 

3 Saves wear and tear on existing highw/ays: 

4. Provides alternative route from Emery County to the Salina area, and 

5. Employment opportunities at the SUFCO limine would be more appealing to 
Carbon and Emeiy County residents. 

We would appreciate your consideration and approval of the proposed QuRchupah 
Creelt Road specifically Water Hollow. Alternative D. 

SinoNely. 
Address: 

Triune, Inc. ^ . • 



Grand Jai>ctlbii;—CO.'>lSOS - ■ • 



Response 98-1 

Comments noted. 



This letter also sent and signed by Tod Woomer (#148), Derrel Curtis 
(#274), and one illegible signature (#104). 



PRICE. UTAH ROCK SPRINGS, WY GILLEnTE.WV HENDERSON. KY CAR1.SBAD.NM 

(«6i 637-»«36 1307)875-2220 f 307) 686.1816 gTO) OW O aW (9061 887-7600 
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4^ HASA ^ 

RAM3YM.AIOERS0N 
PA ■« 77 ■ Ben. UnH MB! 



Jainiaiy31,20Q2 



Linda L-JadcsoD 

Public Affaire OfBcer 
Fishlake National Forest 
113 East 900 North 
Riciifield.Utih 84701 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

This teller i« in wqwageto the eavironineiital intact s > » )« ^ ^ 
Quitchupah Cnck Road. 

The cattle and livestock operator that depend on the usage of this canyon for flicir 
liveliliood wfaicli they have done for several years, even before the Sufco Mine ever came 
into existance, was not given much consideration. The disregard for the cattle and 
livestock people was veiy evident right from the beginning of this EIP. On page 1-14 it 
states "issues not analysed in detail". Issue 1 ; It states that trucking cattle is not a viable 
option". The reasoning behind this statement was stated as "trucking cattle is a 
commonly used method in Utah to move cattle to and from siunmer ranges." This same 
scenario should also have been applied fbr the coalmines as well as ttuckingcoal is a 
commonly used practice of moving tbeir coal to mnkett tboa^Knt dw iMe ofUlah M 
well as the natirai. So therefore, there was never a need for an EIP. The only diflerence 
between these to scenarios is that traddng cattle is iMt a ctmanODly iised iHsctice in diu 
aiea or any place else that I am aware of other than a few isolated cases. But every coal 
mine either transports their coal out either by truck or rail. This is a fact. Another fact is 
that Sufco Coal Mine will not be forced out of business if (his road is not constructed as 
many ranchers may be forced out due to the building of this road. Cattle have been 
trailed to and fiom the summer range through this canyon for approximately 1 00 years. 
Long before there was even a mine in this canyon. 

On page 3-131, the EIP stales that 10 AUMS would be lost during construction. 
It also states that this is an insigmficant loss of AUMS. I wonder to vbom das would be 
an insignificant loss -to the pensn who wrote this EIF7 TotbeSnfeoMine? IH 
guanntee this loss is veiysigiaficaiit to die people wiwdqicnd on diese AUMS fora 
living. The AUMS lost would he a lot nxnedianpitiiecledindils EIP. In&ct,ifthae 
are no fencing or trailways provided and maintained, it could fiace dw cat t l emen dear out 
of business as Ibey could not stand the losses of the coal tiudcflivestodc colUaiaos dtat 
will surely result in the construction of such a road. 

Never once did I read where Sufco would be responsible for any t\pc of 
compensatian to the ranchers for their losses and extra expenses that would burden these 
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Response 100-1 

A fenced livestock trail would be constructed along 1 .5 miles of the western 
portion of the proposed road where topography limits free trailing 
movement. East of this area, livestock would trail outside of the fenced road 
corridor. 



Response 100-2 

The net loss of AUMS is 4 under Alternative B, 4 under Alternative C, and 
5 under Alternative D. In addition, 5 AUMs would be lost under all build 
alternatives due to 4.7 miles of riparian fencing along Quitchupah Creek. 
See Section 3.8 for additional information. 



Response 100-3 

The Sevier County Special Service District would provide 
loading/unloading/holding facilities for the ranchers trailing livestock along 
Quitchupah Creek and in Convulsion Canyon. The compensation for 
livestock involved in collisions with coal trucks or other vehicles would be 
guided by the Utah State open range law. See Section 3.8 of the FEIS. 



Letter 
#100 cont. 



100-3 
Cont. 



100-4 



100-5 



100-6 



-2- 

„„chers due .o *e building of ftis r^. No, oriy^<>^'^^^^«^r^'^ 
cos, .he rancher, a lo. of increased expenses but also ^^-^^r^^^^^^K^ 
in value. Again proving tha, this EIP was no, givuig die cattkmenflivestoclc people mya. 

Hollow Cr^w«»ldi«dtobe scheduled for weekends when coal hauling is not 
JI^ iM^.r«oSr fcTflie cattle ,o water a, point daily And since .he new 

ra^SI^Siy would vir^ally be elinunated from accessmgftecoly w«er 
source in the area for animals utilizing the Water Hollow benches. 

AI* on page 3-82, it states tha. "much of the proposed route through 
Saleratus al^otmenHs in rugged tenain where there is '>«'^^°^^^'^■J*' 

statemen, failed to s.ale. or 1 missed it. that the ^'"P^^^^^^^Z^^^^^ 
«veral acres of land that the BLM removed all the pmions aid cedar tre« off ofaiK^ 
r«SLd gi^^«»w g«««- e^ablished and utihzed by *e cattle 

'"*'^SLwa-23llieBIPs«les that ate coal bauling would increase the no^^^^^^^^^ 
fiomfi^nUrrte in the town of Emery. Apparently the people who wrote th^s Eff 
^^Mn^S^y 10 that runs through flie town of Emer>.. And its apparent that 
Sf^^S^fo anyone that does. How would they like to live nght next to a road 

respect. ^ ^ ^ b^p^^fh the lest and pvm the same c^^ 

beoe&cial canyon. 

Sincerely, ^ 
Randy M. Anderaon 
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Response 100-4 

See Response 100- 1 . As described in Section 3.8, there would be specific 
areas for livestock to water along Quitchupah Creek. Water would be 
trucked up to the allotments on the Water Hollow and Saleratus Benches 
where the road has bisected the allotment, separating it from the water 
sovirce. 



Response 100-5 

The road alignment for Alt. D traverses the more rugged portions of 
Saleratus Bench and about 25 acres of the seeding on Water Hollow Bench. 
There are several areas that could be seeded to compensate for the AUMs 
lost by road construction. 

Response 100-6 

With the contracts at Hunter Power Plant, a two to three fold increase in 
coal transport has already occurred in the Town of Emery (see 
Transportation 3.15). There would be no increase in coal truck traffic in 
Emery as a result of the proposed road. 

Noise produced from coal trucks is an episodic event. Noise measurement 
taken in the Town of Emery resulted in a Slow-A noise level of 56 dBA 
(typical of small rural towns). Using the Federal Highway Administration 
subjective classification, the noise level will likely increase to a Slow A of 
between 60 to 74 dBA. This is classified by FHWA to be moderate sound 
impact. Noise is measured in logarithmic scale, so a noise increase near 3 
times current levels was estimated. 

Vibration from the coal trucks was experienced by the noise sampling 
technician. Seismic analyses were not part of this study. Sound pressure 
levels were discussed and resulted in the assumption that sound pressure 
would double at a distance of 200 meters away from the transport road. 



^FOREST ^ 
Guardians 



Linda L- JiiCkson ]aaaai)r3A 200Z 

Public Affaiis Offics 




nSEatt900Na1b 

Richfield, Utah 84701 

VU FACSIMOJE: (43S) 896-9347 and mail 

REi GMMMteoaPnpMlidVjKndcQritthV^CMdtlM 

DearMt-Jadoiw: 

The following constilules Forest GoadnDS* comments on the propo.setS piojcci n^med al>ove. Forest Gujrdians and 

it's memben bave sooog conconi owiniKa dui have poieaiial lo effect waio quality on rivets aod streams, 
especially ifeoiefeiiadiaNiiiaalFonait. OirmentaaUpiegidailyviaiaaainaealcioaaDdaniiadAGae 

ltais[iR9ect. 



I STATE CLASSSIFICATIONOFTHE WATER 

According to Utah's Water Quality .Standards (Rule R3I7-2. Et seq-. Standards of Quality for Waters of the State), 
the segment of Quitchupah Creek which directly parallels the road proposed for construction bete, is a ICgb Quality 
Water. Category I. This category of surface water is defined in R3 17-2-12.1 as follows: "All surfoce waten 
geopafhicaUy k>caied wiiUo Ibe oim bottiKiaries of U.S. Natiooal iwun wbeitier i» |M 
dKMooitfTfftniair ABIStkQMfiiyWaiett-OoegaryZM bated iiR3n-2-1^2. Weber River, a nfbowy 
lolKGMSritlila,iDteVdnItb«rDniBiatfei)BiUliilabtoMoiianiBaaaL' SnocQuiicbiiiotaOeekit 
locMtd Id dK fMiMB Naioail Itaa and it m Inaed u a Cangoiy n M|» QHi9 Win^ 
QnliiyWaBrArrapoMsorkeSMe'sWalBQpali^Slaadnh. 

The directly dOMiaiM agenM afQrilitaiab Ctak ii liMd i» <w Slile flfUM'^ 

uiipancd foe Total DiiiolyBdSkiidi (TDSX Tliaieisciiinollyiio1MDI.iaiilMeior^Mvi»i'QnKbifik 

CreeL 



n ANTIDEGRADATICNFOUCV 

303(d) Usted Waters (Tier I): 

A5 noted above, segments of Quitchupah Creels downstream of the constrcuciOD site are listed oo the State of New 
Utah's Year 2000 303(d) list as impaired by the above-listed pollutants, and are therefoi% considered Tier 1 waten. 
Tbe aoioo frafiowl by your ageocy will allow for further degradation of streams liiai are already 303(d) lined « 
WMerQnGVUaAedSetment (WQLS) streams for the pollutants listed above, in clear violaiian of tbe Ohh 
Water Act and tbe Stale's antidegradatioD policy. WQLS designation clearly arKi absolutely prohibits any funber 
degradation of stream tjtulity and impairment of designated uses. 40CFR 131.12(a)(1). Once a waterway is 
designated as a WQLS. a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) must be developed and implemented to address tbe 
sources of polluiioowliictacaase die water 10 be so listed. 33U.S.C 1313(d). lliereateDoTMDLs for dne warn 
(nAlitkBcucpkaor Ith>dala>Vaea(liiirte>i|ianiuB)aiidraadci)gtnetinhiitepaiaaUiDeiaii3MB 
algnMfMt joMtliiol&itMdfctflef iaipiic MadaalyialBd maa^tiittafiMaitBNlFiitittealinaidlBteARdiiVidt 
<ie»«iltTqaaBlycflM»a fc« i i^iiiiiM adwt«BiWwaiiJiiiyiiwte ai illHii li i«aa«aia'l^^ 



3nManteBmia.SiiiieA ▼ Santa Fa, New Mexico 87S0 1 ▼ 505-WS-9I36 ▼ Facsjaale S05-M9-M33 
www.f(iiaidiaiis.ots ▼ swwild8fanntiainji» 
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See next page 



The aaddegndatioii poUcy preclude funhei discharges of Icwb of po^ 

quality limited is die tbsace of an infileiiieiiied plan to bring dK waierbody into confonnance with die staodaid (a 
Total Maximnm Daily Load or TMDL). Tbia is liecante die uses are by deSnidoo not AiUysuppofted if die numeric 
criterion has been violated and die water has been deemed 'water quality Uniied" and subsequeody 303(d) listed. 
303((i) listing means that die watertwdy is not achieving Tier I status, which is the absolute floor of water quality 
standards (die so-called "fishabWswimmable" use), below which a State cannot let water quality fall. When the 
noeiniig stream is water qfuht) ttnittd, so addtdoaal poDutmi loads can be allowed unless diere are odier loads of 
iteinpoMBtifiUitKlidigndiweiliiiffidenialemaidnilidwii^^ 
iliniiiaiiiliiiiiiliiiiio imilr fhinnp itr rnlnrmriit nf uTTITl AlMe«TMH.devdoiiaieai<iratesBiitelhniial 
Mriysis of the effects of your proposed activity oa this iiqnind MUr, yea cannot begin diis project and still 
anHly with § 303 of the CWA. Applicatioti of tteml-depwiaiioopalicyisespeoally iiuponani where dischaige 
is to 303(d) listed waters diat are already so polliileddiat1iiqraRfaliHllr<*cognized by dw 
case for these waters- 



ONKWsCTierin): 

Aiceidht»teSt«t't « ia< »i aMi8d policy. •^«leg||<M|>iqialigi*a 

to he of eato^ticnai lecieatfoiial or ecological significance or h»e heea deaeiniliied u be ■ Stale or Nadoaal 

resource requiring protection shall be mainlained at exisflng high quality through designation, by die Board after 
public bearing, as High Qualiry Waters - Category 1 . New point source discharges of wastewater treated or 
odierwise. are prohibited in such segments after the effective date of designation. Piotectioo of such segments &om 
pathogens in difiiise, nnder^ouod sources is covend in R317-5 and R317-7 and the Regulatioas for Individual 
Waslewata Di^osal Systems (R3 17-301 through R317-31S). Odict diffuse sources (DOopoiDt sources) of wastes 
shall be cooirolled to the extent feasible ttnongh i mple m e n iaikni of best mami g fmia il p e a ake s or legnlaiory 
fWtiams. Projects such »,bil«otliatrtl^c8iisiniatoa<!f tot lywaJli^ 
resah only during the actual consiriicdoa acdvhy. aiid wbeie best managemew ptacdoea wD be eiiiflo^ 
mimmiTe pollution effects". The construcdoo ami afgnda ol die Quitchupah Creek Road tfiat you have propoeed 
obviously falls into the category of activities of "ctHUttVCdOd of ro.id.s" thai may not occuur absent proof diat die 
constracdon will only effect water quality during t um ii i K l i OP and not after. You Uierefore must provide diese 
aisawcaahflfaie mr t anl aii M daiididiapHiptiiii. 



DL SECnCIN313 OF Tl« CLEAN WATER ACT 

Under secrion 3 1 3 of die CWA. Metal agencies are responsible fix compUance widi off Stale lequienieilis ilT 
w aiei pollution control, including a Slate's anddegiadadoa policies: '^adi department, agency, cr nMnaiaiality of 
the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of die Federal Cjovcmment. . .shall be subject to, and comply with, 
all Federal, State, interstate, and local requirements, admhiistrativeauthorip, . ?.ni process and sanctions respecting 
the control and abatement of water pollution..." 33 U.S.C §I323(a). Court ! ha ve als o found the CWA to be 
directly applicable to National FoieS activides Sice mad consmicdin and mainienance. where die Fgresl Service 
must comply widi State water qaaUg SMBd^da wbaa petmltBng aednidea m H adMil r i iia a i Im i l i Swlteijjs 

pit 1489(9^ Ck.nS7). 

CW.-\ §303 places direcUy on Federal agencies die responsibility to comply widi all federal, state, and local 
requirements for water pollution control and it explicitly applies to "runoff' as well as "discbarge" of pollutants. As 
Mied by die com indie ONDAv.Dnmbeck tlSl F.3d 94S. 9" Or. 1998) decision, secdoa 313 "plaialy applies to 
■u^aManmimMallMt.' iWL*9uiesiaiidaixlsa<ioiiie(lpHwaalli>S3QaRanslhe*lidMr 
'UidtatfoiirwHh'Hiicb a Slate inay ensure con^lianoeduough die S 401 ceilificadaapniceaa. 33 U,S.C 1341 (A. 
Although § 303 is not specifically listed in § 401(d). the statute allows States to impose limitations to ensure 
compliarKe with § 301 of the .Act. .ind § 301 in turn incorporates § 303 by reference. EPA's view supports dlis 
intetpRiaiioa Siich hmitations ate also petmitted by § 401(d)"s reference to "any other appropriate" state law 
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Response 102-1 

The State of Utah does not follow EPA=s Tier nomenclature, although it 
does have an antidegradation policy, contained at R3 17-2-3. To reflect this 
policy, as it applies to the proposed project, a statement has been added to 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS in order to indicate that the approximately 2.5- 
mile stretch of Convulsion Canyon Creek that parallels the proposed road 
within the boundaries of the Fishlake National Forest is categorized by the 
State of Utah as a ACategory 1 High QuaUty Waters as defined at R3 17-2- 
12,1 in the Utah Water Quality Standards, The fact that the segment of 
Quitchupah Creek downstream of the proposed project is on the State of 
Utah=s Year 2000 303(d) Ust was reported previously in the Draft EIS . The 
implications of the Quitchupah Creek reach downstream of the project 
having a 303(d) listing and the uppermost part of Quitchupah Creek within 
the project area being a Category 1 stream have been expanded upon in the 
Final EIS. Potential temporary, construction related impacts are allowed to 
occur in streams with both these designations, as permitted and regulated 
through the Utah Division of Water (3uality=s storm water permit program. 



Letter 
#102 



102-lcont. 



Therefore, before this project is undenakcii, your agency moa ensure tha no degradaikmcf M> tl^^aiqriiiiittr 
wiU occur, includiiig b« ntji liniled to Don-poim sooice poDglans, w risk nmniiig afogi tits CWA"! dw kgd 



IV. SECnCMMlOFlBECUBANWAIERACT 

Slates are required bv CWA § 401 to provide a water quality certificatioi) tefore a federal Vcaet or pennit cute 
issued for any tciMty that may result in a discharge into naxigaWe waters. 33 L'.S.C § 1341. The ceitificadOO 
mut "set foith ay effliMSI limiiaiiODS.. .necessaiy to assure that any applicant" will comply with vanous provisioas 
iif lliu All luJ "MIT ofcr TO ' "I ' ^ i * IWW fr"' — 1"'-™-"' IbldaiCd). This ia an afRimative duty imposed on the 
Sme by ae CWA. Mdcleriy my ICIIOBMhrato by « Federal agency mnsi have an accompanyi^^ 
certification before the Rderal agency can hegtai the aclimiy. The anddegndadoo poBcy of the Swe . aa mm daied 
by the OVA. requues the Stale to impose condidom or ttmuiioin when issuing (he ceni<icadoatkit|inmdeae 
proper level of protection to the water and tfieteby ptevent lowering of water quality and protect drdpii i w l net. 

EPA-s regulations implementing diis section of the CWA likewise require the State to complete § 401 certification. 
Wbea doiog so, Siae mt mjuind to find dm "diere is a reasonable assurance that the actmty will be conducted in a 
^..^Tirtiirh Tiil ntn linlw Hi* Jilii umi iliilllrf iinninrrl- " 40 CFR S 121.2(aX3). 

Because a ftderal license or permit is required before diis activity cu Iniie [ilac e OP Natio nal Foteaiaid, Md 
because the activity wiU result in discharges to Mammoth Creek, yostagBocjiin^ediaoliaiB SIM trrdlirHira 

of the activity pursuant to § 401 of the CWA, 33 U.S.C {1341. 



V ENDANCXKED SPECIES ACT 

The purpose of die Endugered Slpedet Act <ESA) i« » "provide a program for die conservation of. - Jn dllg wi l l 
species and threatened species" and to "ptovidB i laeau wlieieby die etasyaeau upon Vfbich e»lmi^«dVnM 
and threaieoed species depend may be conserwd.* 16U,Set 1S31»). Tte<»«nHdli«t [afcy«lf *elBAIl*« 
all federal depatiroenu and agencies must use dieir ambocWes to cootetvt ^edtt Ibai the «« *— y y 

Commerce lists as threatened or endangered 16USC 5 I531(cXl). Tte Htm '^COBWW^ aadl VoillOM UMr « 
defmed as "to use and the use of all methods and procedures which are iieaiiujtoiaatmff miai faattulMa 
thieateaed species to die point ai which die measures providedpursuanttotUs dnpKr are no tenger necessaiy. 16 
U5£.f 11320)1 

Section 7 of die ESA eiio«i» die odiBaiidve and ptooedijttd oMgadoni of fedaal agenci^ 
species i6U.SXlllS3«.IW*fc*ii»aia«ckaa»ii«lBraDafflrmjbe*^ 

consultation widi die Seoeiaty orintarior or Coamon lo conserve listnl species. Second, an ledenl agnocs me 
under an obligation to insure dial "any action andmiied, fimded. or carried out by such agency. . is not likely lo 
icooardize die continued existence of any endaqgeied species or dueatened species or result in die desoucoon or 
advasemodificadonofciidcalhabiiatofsgchfleciBfc...- 16U.S.C.§ 1536(a)a). In meeting this duty to pieWil 
jeojariy,ani*«|WiyhietiiWdleiise*e b ei t i riii H Uinill y andanomeiaany available data. Id. 

Wheneser an "action agencv" determines dial a praposed acdoo may affect one or more Hsaid apeueajt imat ^ 
consult with the Saiipiial Nlanne Fisheries Service (NMFS) and/or die Hshand WiWifeSenteffwaajoi^ 
on the species present. 50 C.F.R I 402.14<a). The relevant agency must dieo prepare a ftmMj Blologieal (Jprton 
discussing Uk effects of die proposed action on the li-<ted species or critical habiisi. 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(h). The 
Biological IDpinion must include die Service's opinion on ^vhe^hcr .he action is likely to jeopardize the connnued 
cxiitenccofanylistedspeciesocadwselymodifyanycriticalhibitat. U. If jeopardy or adverse roodificaiion is 
found .he relevam Serricemii8iaatie«ii«iaooaMe and psndentatenaiw which it believes would avoid e.dier of 
these outcomes. 16 U.S.C. 5 1536(b). In Hie end. ho«ewr. dw Idign amcy bas an iDdepaKkm duty to cnf«= *»• 
its action will neither jeopardize any listed species nor adversely nwdiiy any Oltical habeas. 16 U.S.CL { U3<i(ll). 

Pursuant to section 7(aX2) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1656 et seq.), liedeial agendas naist MHsae Miiadlad nB «W tte 
rwi ml liin f i1« Ih l i r llmi i m wiMrrly m imfmllTir dir rttnUr-^ -rf^^^i. rf n i ih»mnaii or 
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Response 102-2 

Consviltation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act was completed. The results of the consultation are 
included in Chapter 3 of the FEIS and the concurrence with the 
determinations of the BA is found in Appendix G. The subspecies of the 
southwest willow flycatcher in the project area is not the Usted subspecies. 
See Section 3.7 of the FEIS. 



7(aXl) of Ihe ESA requires iD federal agencies lo use their aulhorities in consuUatioo willi the Secretary of 
iminor or Connnerce to further the gods of tbe ESA by developing and implcmeniing programs for the 
conservation of endangered and thieaiened species. 16 VS.C i 1536(aKl). The program must be species-specific, 
addressing the biological requirements of each iiKUwttaUlyJIsled !(eeto. RBfcg;*»|WiW»musi aim towards 
achieving the e«»ti«lreco«ery of threatened aqiiaicipeeiMinOlih. Sacdi»7(«l)<i»fa»myoses asepMatt 
(te»iitWD).i»»"*Mg<'wy«»'«*'^Sentoloco«^ 



of* 

VI. CONCLUSION 

While we arc aware that the proposed pn^ert htt die p0IM«i»l t»l»»»' » » ^ < «*!*y <> **^.g? *'** 
v.Tiie iiiese comments to serve as a remiiider lo yoof agency as to w toyMle^ wy i ™ ii>«»s»» 
that the very real potential negative effects are properly «xo«ind for bcto ■UBIWHCUi piqMt 

Since sesenienis of (Micliiipih Creek are ill the highest ctedllc^ 

303(d) IWlMivAcd telUS, amy omt iweive the Ugheat level of protection Tlie State's antidegradation 
poUcy doss not Sw^te injrlw die sBghKst degradadon of high quality waters or low 'T^'y^'^-^ 
polk^ applies to yoor agency dironghCWA section 313. UfcewsM^yMir agen cy iM« apply fac an d ohtam a CW A 
Kction 401 certification from die State before this project can l»tfpmtiwimJuulta,in^ytmuM 

t the steps you will take to avoid degradadon of this pfisdOS water. 



_ . v»e appreciate the opportunity to comment on dlis project, and wish to be ke(i llAiraKd tfltMn rnf\m. 
especially those that have tbe potential to effect soface waters. Than k you f°' y ^ "me » c 
I. ■ ii i li sin li not nidi r tnr wir nf tw ii nii niii Itiit tlrr *~ " 



Sincerely, 



"ScmTC. Cancron 
deaa Water Coordinator 
Forest Guardians 
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•^Jl niNE TOOIS. INC 

POeo«»56 * 1384W«n955Nonh * Price. Utah 8*501 
PH» 435-637-5711 * FAX* 435-637-5716 



am 



yCEiidaoD 



aJAFMestSoviee 
.-IddalnNuianilFteest 

RE: Qait(*>V<'>Cnc'^I^^ 

Dear Ms Erickson. 

Asabusinesso^v«rlocatedmPriee.UtIfirequo«^yW^ 
cowmietion rflte<>iild«l»hCi«*Road for the foltowng reasons: 

1. »«ni I>nwideadiOfleriw*efitoml«oe to the Dune site thus saving time and fUel 

i Cwale a tower i«*«liiy of aoddfflts «ih passes 
AccofdLakesiiMd. 

3. Saves weai and tw on odsliiig liigl'"*'*- 

4. Provides aNemaliw iwtt fiwn I«ee. fi»«y 

5 Employmemoppo.li»i«ie.at1lieSiiftoMMi»onIdbeino«a|^^ 

County residents. 

Iwould appreciate your coDsideiai« and api«ovaIrf*ep^ 
specifically Water HoUow. Aitonative D. 



Siiieerely, 
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Response 1Q7-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#1 08-1 46 
150-179 












rijnLnr\ir. rw'^.TiflL . ^ ■ 
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1 

Mar>' C. Erickson j 
Forest Supervisor j 
USDA Forest Service 1 


T,* :* ' _ . ■ " 






US Eut 900 Nodi 
RiGiifieU.UT M701 








RE: Quitchupah Creek Road EIS 








Dear Ms. Erickson: 






108-1 


The development of a shorter route between the SUFCO Mine and Highway 10 would 
reduce the time and fuel consumption for the hauling of coal to the Hunter Power Plant 
and Wellington. In addition, it would reduce the potential for accidents with other 
mokanlsiBing the same roads as trucks hanlingooaL Wemmfinracoftliis 
conabiiEticii of the proposed Quitchupah CndE RMd vidi te Atantnv D iiligiinB* as 


Response 108-1 

Comments noted. 




our ptcfetcnoCt 

Thairic you for yoor conskkatkm and icnnew of llie infiioiiaticn ooncenm 
oonsbuctkn of dw QiAclnqiah Creek Rood PnqecL 

Sincerely, 

Address: 


This letter also received from: Kirk Kirman, Dan S. Chidester, Kelly Crofts, 
Jerry Lopshire, Brandon Griffith, Beth Hammond, Leo Averett, Steven J. 
Jensen, Brett Shaw, Shay Fielding, Andy Rasmussen, Dave Holman, Dave 
Roberts, Caroline Sewfad, Boyd Bizllow, Bert Rasmusen, Reese Summarell, 
Leslie Gramse, Bill E. Anderson, Dirk Christiansen, Richard Zufelt, Jerrad 
Jensen, Jeff Kouns, Travis Otten, Ryan Rickenbach, Odis Bess, Dustin 
Sudweeks, Gary Nielsen, Jody Borwn, Cameron Hallows, Greg R. Larsen, 
Shon Spencer, Dan Cook, Terry Hansen, Charles Ogden, Kade Mickelson, 
Brian A. Menmonatt, Richard Phillips, Wesley Burr, Bronson Hallows, Ray 
Price, Ned J. Grace, Lance Christensen, Shane Elmer, Craig A. Williams, 
Skip D. Brown, Lucinda P. Hess, Cal Phillips, Rick Johnson, Owen B. 
Hunt, Wilford L. Nielson, Jared Johnson, Ryan Colby, Joe Mickelson, Jebb 
Heaps, Steven Grundy, Dale P. Brown, Rusty Healey, Jonathan Taylor, 
Troy Fielding, Keimy McEown, Michael J. KaUey Jr., Norman R. 
Hutchings, Jef Lampulot, Richard Mickelsen, Brock Robinson, Rodney 

jTLcUl, raui v^diUWCli, Jay v^. ivilliui, iVlalK 1, iviui LCllacll, Jail v^uolliucig, 

Arvin Billings, Kenny Teepler, Shawn Mimk, Zane Vincent, Patrick 
Sullivan, Ronald Dommich, Richard K. Wright, Ryan Tobler, Wayne L. 
Anderson, and Mark A. Hansen. 
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SOUTHEASTERN UTAH OFF-HIGHWAY VEfflCLE CLUB 

P.O. BOX 382 CASTLE DALE, UTAH 843 13 (435) 381-2493 dkdtfiStEiICI 
www.seiinhvclnb.org 



02-04-02 

Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Re: Quitchupah Creek Road DEIS 

Ms. Jackson, 

The SouthEastern Utah Off-Highway Vehicle (SEUOHV) club wonld like to 
provide you with our oiBdal comments on your DOS for the Quitchnpab 
Creek Road project. 

In OUT original comments provided to you during 1 999, we asked §ar OBV 
trail 10 be coubvcied parallel to the road pnjca in Older to pwvMc 
continmd access for mm highway licensed vdiidcs. WhOcvre disaycc wldi 
your reason* tue refusing to puisne this parallel ronie t»c icaliae dutt'we are 
powerless to dunge yonr opinion. 

TlicrelbTC tke SEUOHV diA Bads itsdf in a posltfon of having to support the 
Water Hollow Ahematlvc "D" wkidi -wt find to be die lesser of all evils. 
We fed diat Ahemative "D" wonld best protect the priceless archaeological 
rites found tbronghout the project area. Alternative "D" would also provide 
the most protection for the ragged roadway which is of great value to OHV 
recreationists. The existing dirt road may not be recognized as an official 
OHV route by the land managers today, but as long as the road is not 
destroyed we have a chance for it's recognition in the future. If this proposed 
road construction project destroys the existing dirt road then OHV access will 
be lost forever jnst as die ardiMologlcal sites wmiM be losL 
Sincerely, 

// Jj 

Alan jVTeterson 
SEUOHV board member 



Cm) 
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Response 147-1 

A designated ATV trail would not be possible should Alternatives B, 
Quitchupah Creek Road, or Alternative C, Alternate Junction, be selected. 
The portions of the existing road not included within the construction of the 
proposed road would be reclaimed to help control sediment release to 
Quitchupah Creek, The reclaimed portions of the existing road would not 
be contiguous so travel would no longer be possible under Alternative B or 
C. Should Alternative D, Water Hollow Route, be selected then the existing 
road would not be blocked and would remain open for use from SR-10 to 
the forest boundary where the proposed road would block access to upper 
Convulsion Canyon. SEUOHV =s concern about the archaeological sites is 
noted. 



Letter 
#149 


MoiSantcmn Machine & Hydraulics of Ut Lie 

B«I t7<B • Bi(tH>r M * « 

ikMK (itt) tinutt • tm (4*1) m«m 








■ f 






Fd>.6.2002 

Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Superv isor 
USDA Forest Service 
FishblwNiticaalFtocst 


fS 

Ft<D ;-. , 

Fins 

PACi . "i-J.'' •■■ 

ReC ■ ~i 
TifJlS^., i P"'. n-'f ? 






1 

RE: Quitdnqiab Creek Rrad EIS 






DewMs. Etidoon: 








As « iwaiWH owner locMed in Price, UL I fiequenily imv^ 
eonstnictMa of liK QuIciHiFdi Ciedc Rnid A« fa 




149-1 


1. R wm |«Fvide a Aocter roiMe fi«m Pfice «o Ok miiw site tiHH »vu« 

2 Create a lower {KobdiOity of accidenis with passenger cafsl^ie^^ 

Accord Lakes road 


Response 149-1 

Comments noted. 




3. Saves wear and tear on existiiig highways. 








4. Provides alteinative iQUle ftan nke^ and Emeiy County to tiw Salioa ai 


ea. 






5. Employment <OT"*'""'"« *** Mne wmM be inw 
Canity icaideils. 






I woidd 4i|xeciile yew coosidecdian and appioval of the p 
specifically WaterHbUow. AHematne D. 














DoBglasJSiiiikns 

d 


5> 
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January . 20O2 



Mary C. Eriekwin 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
RleliBekl.UfT 84701 

RE: Quilehupah Cfeek Road EIS 

DearM».Erickson 

MhOUOh. the constr.ct,on o, ,He — ^ ^^^^^^^ 

^utetowork, it does have tt.e P"**"*"''" '^^^^^ route for err^ergency 

Lakes Road. In addition, the road wouW PL"ffp7(?" ,^ there were an emergency or 

and an '>»^-•:f^:rXT|t^.^^^^^^^ ^UFCO mine. I app.^ 
accklent on the AcorfLfJ"^,.^ would provide and am in favor of ttie 

Thank you to your 1ln« and eonrt>«rfon o« «. Wter. 
Stnceieiy. 



Address: 



fii^ frw 




[no 
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Response 180-1 

Comments noted. 



This letter also signed by: Matthew C. Long, Danny H. Albrecht, Glen Lois, 
Jana Roberts, Jon DeLange, Gladys Snyder, Jerry Adams, A. Quay 
Mecham, Gary Learning, Brian Dumas, Fred Veater, Ellis LeNay, Fred 
McCoard, Audio Ekker, Fred St. Prince, Troy L. Hatch, Brad Duffni, Scott 
Stevart, Jeffrey D. Anderson, Boyd Keimedy, Steve M. Otto, Tom Dano. 
Justin Marsh. Ellis Peterson, Von D. Olsen, Paul H. Erickson. Glen A. 
Lewis, Kyle Meacham, Troy Jensen, Gordon Oldroyd, Stephen L. Hansen. 
Jill White. Jeff B. John, Fred L Rosquist. David Hill, Brent Mellor, Mary 
Ann Hatch, Ronnie J. Torgerson, Jody K. Malmgren, Paul Bowen. James A. 
Randies. Gordon S. Johnson. Royal Reed Jensen. Michael Davis, Steven K. 
Nielson. Joe Heath. Stan Adam, Jason Peterson, Shrrece C. Owens, Carrie 
Brotherson, Trent Hone, John S. Jones, Terry Abraham, Mark M. Stapel, 
Mark E. Chatson. Dennis Patterson, Graig H. Ogden, Randy Young, Thayne 
Larsen, Dick A. Bills, John M. Black, Brian Fredrickson, Boyd Jewkes, 
Michael L. Davis, Bob Dickinson, Dana L. Sorenson, Ray Farrington, 
Melvin Yardley, Royce A. Mason, Robert Dickinson, Glen D. Hunt, 
Richard M. Smith, Ken Buckland, Jimmy L. Hanson, Dwayne K. Brown, 
Clay C. Jalt, Scott Gates, Glen Peters, Daryl Bagley, Douglas C Harward, 
Sam Brown, Shane Kit, Russel Mason, Donald R. Ervine, Shannon Heaps, 
Glade Foatz, David C. Edwards, Mark Allen, Brent Fairbanks, Mark C. 
Jensen, Casey AUred, Albert Rogers, Edward S. Maelen, Bill Anderson, 
Kevin Hooky, Mike Jensen, Mike Allred, Tyler Minchey, Arty Batatas, Gale 
Kesler, Joseph R. Dak, Jeff Noyes, Blake W. Sorensen, Clint C. Ellner, Guy 
Allred, Adam L. Guymon, Lynn Hansen, Cash Veater, Louis Vanderherp, 
Dan R. Young, CaroUne F. Clayton. Kent Worthington, and several illegible 
signators. 



Letter 






#276 








Miwimnifimt Htasr^ Imcp 






401 N. Csibonville Road • P.O. Boi $73 Price, Ulah 84S01 • £37-5002 • E-mail: loagwallttaflMtiaccon 






Februaiy 5, 2002 






Maiy C. Erieksoo 






Forest Supervisor 






USDA Forest Service 






Fishiake National Forest 






1 1 5 East 900 Nonh 






RidiHeld. UT 84701 






RE: Quitchupah Creelc Road EIS 






Dear Ms. Erickson: 






As part of my business, my employees and 1 frequently travel to the SUFCO Mine. I 






svfipoit the oonsliuctwo of the Quitchupah Cicck Itoad £br the foUowii^ Rssons; 






1) It win pnnfide a sfaofter route fioro Enwiy Coun^ to tiie SUFCO Mine and the 






Acord Lakes area dius saving time and fiiel; 




276-1 


2) OrcatC a louver prrih;ihiluv ot accidents "J^^t^ pP^T*n^*r ^TtliclffB ^ly |wwtiM*iir^ tr^Rt^ 


Response 276-1 


Comments noted. 




on 1-70 and the .■\cord Lakes Road; 




3) Saves wear and tear on existing highways; 






4) PiovidesallenHdnerauMsfiomEmery County to the Salina area, and; 






S) EmptoyineDt opportunities at the SUFCO Mine would be more appealing to 






Carbon and Emoy residents. 






We would apiaedate your consideiation and approval of the pcoposed Quitchupah Creek 






Road spedfically Water Hollow, Altemative D. 






Sincerely, a 






Kent D. super. President 
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Letter 
#337 



337-1 




Industrial Electric 
Motor Service 



IAMUARY30,2002 



MARY C. ERICKSON 
FOREST SUPERVISOR 
USDA FOREST SERVICE 
FISHLAKE NATIONAL FOREST 
115 EAST 900 NORTH 
RIOiFIELD, UTAH 84701 

KE: QUrrCHUPAH CREEK ROAD EIS 

DEAR MS ERICKSON: 



P.O. Box 340 
IJrangeville, Utah 84537 



\ rangeviiie, utan o'ta/ 

RSHLWMTIC*(*£, roHESfth phone: (801) 748-2828 
, i . :: ^£ /iD RMt (801) 74ft-2(»9 



fEC i 1 2CS2 
1 fo 



(rs: 



' =1 







AS PART OF MY BUSINESS, I FREQUENTLY TRAVEL TO THE SUFCO MINE. I 
SUPPORT THE CONS I RUCTION OF THE QUTTCHUPAH CREEK ROAD FOR 

THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 

1. IT WILL I^OVIDE A SHORTER ROUTE FROM EMERY COUNTY TO 
THE SUFCO MINE AND THE ACORD LAKES AREA THUS SAVING 
TIME AND FUEL; 

2. CREATE A LOWER PROBABILITY GF ACCIDENTS WTIH 
PASSENGER VEHICLES BY REDUCING TRAFFIC W 1-70 AND THE 
.^CORD LAKES ROAD; 

3 S A\ ES U-EAR .\ND TEAR ON EXISTING HIGHWAYS; 

4 PROVTDES ALTERNATTVE ROUTE FROM EMERY COUNTY TO THE 
SALINA AREA, 

5. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES AT THE SUFCO MINE WOULD BE 
MORE AnEALING TO CARBON AND EMERY RESIDENTS. 

WE WOULD APPRECIATE YOUR CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL OF THE 
PROPOSED (JUITCHUPAH CREEK ROAD SPECIFICAIXY WATER HOLLOW, 
ALTERNATIVE D. 




PRESIDENT 
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Response 337-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#338 



PO Box 973, Price, UT (4501 



FoKstSnpendaor 
USDAPmatSovioe 
FUdafce NttSoaai Fiaiat 
n$EMt900NMdi 
Ridi6dd,UTS4701 



RE: Quitchqnfa Creek Road EiS 



DearMcEndoai: 



Feb. 5, 2002 



R. M. WKson Co.. inc- 
Box6274 MM UaitMS 
Wiling. W««l VirpMiai 



FSCSJVED 

res 11 2!)II2 
FS ! ft"' 

Ei* I 6!T„.. 



; rije_ 




As part of 119 bariMH^ I ficqoeally tnvd to tbe SUF(X> mine. I 
commictiaii of the Quitefatipah Creek Road for the foUowing leasoDs: 



338-1 



1 . It will provide a shorter route from Emeiy Coun^ to llie SUFCO omie and Ihe 
Acord Lakes area thus saving time and itad; 

2. Create a lower probability of accidents wilfapassengervieludeslqriedneingiaffic 

on 1-70 and the Acord Lakes Road; 

3. Saves wear and tear on existing highways; 

4. Provides alternative route from Emery County to the Salina area, and 

3. Emplo)-ment opportunities at the SUFCO Mine would be mon « ff— B"C to Ciilian 
and Emeiy County residcDts. 



We at RM Wbon Co. ««iM apimciate yonr oaaaideMioa and aivnnl of Ae 
^ CM Road tpecificdiy Wain Holkiw, AMenwHw D. 



Jud Siekmann 

Western Sales Manager 



rmuiiUoni <o. 
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Response 338-1 
Comments noted. 



Letter 
#342 




Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
FlsUake Natlooal Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield. UT 84T01 

RB: Quitchupali Creek Road BIS 



342-1 



Dear Ms. Erickson, 

There are many positive reasons for granting the proposed 
annex for the Southern Utah Fuels Company (SUFCO) nlAlng 
operations. First this will enable people who have been out 
of wrk fro» Carbon and Emery counties to seek employroent. 

Next the completion of the roadway will also keep the tandem 
trucks off of Interstate 70 which many visitors t« our state 
travel on. Also, the distance traveled to the Bine Site 
will be reduced saving wear and tear on vebicles, quicker 
service ttaes, and less congestion. 

The main purpose of granting the construction of the 
Quitchupah Creek Road - Alternative D Is for coai haulage. 
However, this road would not be closed to the public and they 
would be able to enjoy new scen«ry. 

We appreciate your consideration of the proposed Quitchupah 
Creek Road specifically Water Hollow, Alternative D. 



Sincerely, ft 

Anthony Martlnes 
Accounts Manager 



Response 342-1 

Comment noted. See Section 3.14 Transportation. The proposed road 
would remove coal truclc traffic from the SUFCO Mine on 1-70 east to 
Fremont Junction and on SR-10 north to Quitchupah Creek Bridge. 
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February 6th. 2002 

Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
Fish Lake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Btchfield. Utah 

Ms. Erickson: 

As an Account Manager for Tram Electric. SUFCO mine is one of 
■y sales accounts. I tr«v«l to SUFCX) every Monday which 
■eans a 200 Mile round trip. This also neans traveling 
Sallna Cansron during the winter months vdilcb we all know can 
be an adventure. 

I strongly support the proposed Quitchupah Creek, Water 
Hollow, alternative D road. This would help minimize the 

safety concern of not driving Sallna Canyon as well as 
allowing us to service this customer more effectively and 
efficiently in reducing the time and money now being spent. 



Sincerely 
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Response 343-1 

Comments noted. 



FISHUWEWINIMLnRBr 
RECEIVED 



P.O. Box 1626 • South of Price • Price, Utah 84501 • Telephone 




February 8, 2002 

Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 

Fish Lake National Forest 
1 15 East 900 North 
Richfield. Utah 



Dear Ms. Erickson, 



Our facility travels to SUFCO mine several tl»es a week. I 

belcive that the shorter route from Emery county would 
benefit every vendor that services SLFCO mine, with less fuel 
cost, labor costs and wear and tear on vehicles. 

This would also provide aore versatile eaplogwent 
opportunities for the sull communities in our area and an 
alternative route to the Salina area. 

I support the proposed Quitchupah Creek road specifically the 
Water Hollow, alternative D and would appreciate your 
consideration and approval. 



Sincerely. ,-^^4,^ 



Robert L. McKendrick 
Director of Operations 



6-83 



Response 344-1 
Comments noted. 



Letter 
#345 




February 08, 2002 



Mary C. Erlckson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
FishJlake National Forest 
115 Bast 900 North 
Richfield. Ut. 84701 

RE: Quftchpab Creek Road EIS 



Dear MS. Ericksoo: 



As part of Mf duties as the Director of Sales and Harketlnc. 

1 have a sales representative of Tram Electric Inc. visft^g 

fill* "i^'^'i ^ I ^ I" "Charge of 

i.f Invol'C" deliveries to this facility on a 

JL^JiX. ^ S*"^ *•* 8'-^«">' ""h the proposed 

Qultchupali Creek Road, specifically Water Hollow. Alternative 



This alternate route will greatly reduce tbe llkellness of an 
accident because of the elimination for the need to travel 

Interstate 70, and also through the reduced Biles. 

This route will enhance our profitability by decreasing our 

"** ^f"* """Is greatly reduces 

tBe wear aad tear on the vehicles and allows a quicker 
response to our customers needs. 

1 feel that the Quitchupah Road will benefit not only Traii 
Electric, but the entire area in the future by aaklnc the 
entire Salina area Bore accessable. 



I support the proposed Quitchupah Creek Road, specifically 
the Water Hollow, alternative D and would appreciate vour 
consideration for approval. 



^cerely, 

Cardell Hortensen 

Director of Sales and Marketing 
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Response 345-1 

Comments noted. 




February 8. 2002 



Mary C. Erlckson 

Forest Supervisor 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Fisblake National Forest 

lis East. 900 North 

Richfield, Utah, 84701 

Re: Quitcbupah Creek Road EIS 

Dear Hs. Eridison: 

As Director of Technical Services here at Tram Electric Inc., 
I as well as many members of our staff travel to the SUFCO 
mine very frequently in response to customer service needs, 
technical assistance, electrical apparatus repair and the 
like. 

For obvious economic reasons, we would favor the construction 
of the proposed Quitcbupali Creek Road as it would shorten the 
distance and thus our response tlae to a highly valued 
custoaer. 

As we respond to calls 24 hours a day, it would also loner 
the probability of accidents with passenger vehicles that 
travel 1-70 and the Acord lakes road. It would also provide 
an alternative route to Salina froB the Baery County road 
Highway 10. saving wear and tear aa the existing hl^nny 10 
as well as the interstate. 

The construction of this road could belgbten the eaployaeat 

opportunities for people from onr Carbon and Bmery county 
areas at the Sufco Mine. 

We therefore support the construction of this road, and would 
appreciate your consideration for the approval of the 
proposed Quitchupah CnA Road, specifically Mater Hollow. 

Alternative D. 



Sincerely, 

Tram Electric Inc. 
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Response 346-1 

Comments noted. 




Mary C. EricksoQ 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
Fishlake National Forest 
ll5Eiat90»>M 
RicUdd,UHb«4701 

RE: QdlclHiNli Gnek Road E!S 

Dear Ms. Erickson, 

BcBS located ia die ccmer of Ut^'s coal minktg and in tnveliitg great dbaoces oo a daily 

SoiAaniUlalinieianNigliWilierlloIlow. We bavetrnvMUgbinv 10 lod testate 10 Banylfaies 

through all kinds of weather in day or night. With each trip we eagerly await the verified return of our 

reprcscntaiivc from their trip and rctjuirc up dates and calls from them until their return. Due to the length 

oftiine to coD^ilete this trip and retura, the cost to provide our savice has been immense. WitbtbeiKw 

1. ReiiHdlBewtelv^wqriimildksMBiMiiliiilM 

2. hoMriiigaffieieHeyaBdinAdSiifinifaiaagl^tKneri^^ 
increased sifpoitfiVB 8aleo for these vendon. 

3. The constradiai «OiU «bo aid in allowing Catboo and Emeiy coumy miners a better opponauty 
fcff employment at SUFCO. I beUeve die shoner distance would decrease potential abs^iteeian. 
increase individual pfoductioa, dius belpiitg develop a better work image fw our miners. 

4. l nc wai in g O¥e il i ea riCQai^ innmitin gp«sa«efar|iiof^ 
■linni tl w H i WW i l tlnrJapwJfbrbst la UiM w l ciiloyees. These higbercHttviidlH 
facniiBd kwHMitf k leA and imducticn equipment have placed a huge £b^^ 
COmpaajr. Ititi^pafltiVeforiis to continue beingaviableveodorftroarcaMMB. TIk«^ 
way we em aern m fM this is to take ^idvani^gc of any ml nil liliiilhaii fliK ■'nK ailil imfilsto 
our bOOOm line. We ftel this is one of those opportunities. 

It is with deep appreciation and sincerity' thai I request a positive consideration ofttem>OVilofthe 

proposed Quitcbupah Creek Road specifically Water HoUow, Aliemative D. 
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Response 347-1 

Comments noted. 




Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
Fisblake National Forest 
lis Bast 900 North 
Ricbfleld, DT 84701 

RE: QaltdnvaU Creek Road EIS 

Dear Ms. EricKson, 

Our conany representatives, from Tram Electric Inc. travel from Price Utah 
to the Sufeo nine several tiMS weekly, all year round. Top performing 
companies that apply best practices invest heavily in developing and 
improving customer satisfaction and work off a very small profit margin. 

By understanding the driver of customer satisfaction, specific product and 
service cbaractcrlstits tbat aeet not only our customers needs, but small and 
large companies needs of our area, can focus on eliminating added fuel, 
vehicle wear, man hour costs, and reducing traffic on 1-70 and the Acord 
Lakes Road with the probability Of lowering accidents and essentially 
creating companies such as ours to, number one, deliver more safety, more 
qustoaer value, and aore coiqiany profit by reducing operating costs. 

Our company and I support the construction of the Quitchupah Creek Road for 
the above reasons. Tram Electric Inc. would appreciate your coasidecatien on 
the proposed Quitchupah Creek Road approval. Specifically Water Hollow, 
Alternative D. 

If I can be of any assistance on the above subject, please feel free to 
c(»tact Be aiqrtiw. 

Sineercly, 



Tin L. Harper 
General Hanager/VP 
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Response 348-1 
Comments noted. 









Letter 
#350 
through 
#367 


Jamwiy .2002 j R6a;!it;D ; ^ 

j rse 5 i va? f 

Mary C. Eiickson ? ■ ' 
Foiwt Supervisor 
USDA Forest Soivioe 

Fishlake National Forest j 

1 1 5 East 900 North ■ - , ■ j 
Richfield. UT 84701 ' ••• ; " 'j! 

RE; QuHchupati Creek Road EIS . ' 

Dear Ms. Eiickson: 

As part of my I)usines8, 1 frequently travel to tt»e SUFCO mine i support the 
construction of the Quitchupah Creek Road for the following reasons: 




350-1 


1 . It will provide a shorter route from Emery County to the SUFCO Mine and the 
Acord Lakes area tt»us saving ttmo and lual; 

2. Create a lower prooaDllliy of acciaeniB wiin pnssmgBr wniwe» uy loMiw^m 
. trafOc on 1-70 and tlie Acord Ijikes Road; 

3. ' Saves wear and tear on existing highways; 

4. ProvWes alternative route from Emery County to the Salina area, and 

6. Employment opportunities at the SUFCO Msie would l>e more appealing to 

Carbon and Emery County resklenls. 

We wouM appreciate your consMaialian and afiproval of the prapoaad QiAehupah 
Craak Road spacMcally Water HoOoiw, AHanwttve D. 


Response 350-1 

Comments noted. 




Sincerely, 

■ / 

Address: ( 
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Letter 
#368 



G U ST O ■■ 



t«m.v, IMS. 



42 Soull Carbon Avenue 
P.O. Box 911 
Pries, Utah IU501 
Phone (43^637-5770 
FAX (435)887.8786 



368-1 



FisHUKEtwriOiM.rof«sr 

RECEIVED 



13,3002 

Mary C. Erickson 




IISI 

SUaOel^llT 84701 

RB: 

Dear Ms. &idaon; 

Aspmofmj'busineu,Ifi'ei]iienClrBmlB>ltwSI]ICORliM I 
QuitehupihCregk Road for Ihtfii nuw I mi w M iB: 

1. *'»'Upr™<teashoitern3i«efrimEni«yC(M»ytotheSDPCOMill»«idlte 
Acord Lakes area thus saving time and 

2. Ch.Maloirar|irobabiligof.ccideBBirtlhw5imar.etiiiJ^l» ni*^ 
trafTiconl-TOaidteitaBiUBsSa^ ^ 

3 SaoesvearndtearetiadatagHifiaqFi; 

4. Prowidesaltemaiw route from Emery Ctxa^ to tt*S*ltot«w,«^ 

5. '>"*l<?»««oWoitiTutie^«thsSUFCOiew*OllMb»III0re^J«ata1D 

Gabon aid Emery County residercs. 

We would appreciate your considerBion and «fnmi of Ite inBBMdQiAdHidi CkMkBoad 
Sincanlir, 



coRDiisDRiai;nc. 
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Response 368-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#369 



369-1 



Barclay Mechanical Services, inc. 



595 West 100 North 
Manti, UT 84642 
435^5-5084 
Tol Fne 1-877-836-fiOS4 




Febiuaiy 7, 2002 



Mary C. Erickson ■ 

Forest Supervisor ' 

USOA Forest Sefvioe . " 

Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
RiehfiaM. Utah 84701 

RE: Quitchupdi Creek Road EIS ^ ' ' • ' 

DearMs. Ericfcson: 

As part of my business, 1 frequently travel to the SUFCO mine. I support HM 
construction of the Qurtchupah Creel< Road for the following reasons: 

1 . It will provide a shorter route from Emeiy County to the SUFCO mine and the 
Acoid Lakes area ttws saving time and fuel; 

2. Creale a loiMerpiababiii^ of acddenls with passenger vehicles t>y reducing 
traffic on 1-70 and the Acord lakes Road; 

3. Saves wear and tear on ensHng highways; 

4. Provides alternative route from EmeiyCoun^ to the Salna area, and 

5. Employnient opportunities at Ihe SUFCO nine wouM lie more a ppeaing to 
Carbon and Emery County residents. 

We would appreciate your consideration and approval of the proposed QuHchupah 
Creek Road specifically Vtater Holiow, Alteniafiva D. 



Sincerely, 

Barclay Mechanical S a n r l ee a , Inc. 



IMchaal D. Baiday 

OVMMT 
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Response 369-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#370 



Barclay Mechanical Services. Inc. 



February 7, 2002 



595 West 100 North 
Manti, UT 84642 
435435-5084 
T«l Fne 1-677-835.S084 



370-1 



Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Fdnst Senioe 
FnMake NaGoml Forest 
115 East 900 North 
RicMiaM.Ulah 84701 

RE: Qtiitchupah Creek Road EIS 

Dear Ms. Erickson: 



As part of my business, I frequently travel to the SUFCO mine. I supportihe 
construction of the Quitchupah Creek Road for the following reasons: 

1. It will provide a shorter route from Emery County to the SUFCO mine and the 
AcMd Lakes area thus saving liins and fuel; 

2. Create a lower probability of accidents with passenger vehicles by reducing 
traffic on 1-70 and the Aeord lakes Road; 

3. Saves wear and tear on exIsllngMgliways: 

4. Provides alternative route from Emery Coun^ to IheSalna area:, and 

5. &nploynient opportunities at the SUFCO mbte wouM be more aiipeaing to 
Carbon and Emery County residents. 



We would appreciate your consideration and approval of 0ie prapoaed QuHclwpall 
Creek Road specifically Water Hollow, Alternative D. 



Sinoenly, 
Barclay 



Goivloes, Inc. 
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Response 370-1 

Comments noted. 




Utah Wildlife Federation 
Post Office Box 526367 
Salt Lake City, Utah S4152-6367 

Phone 801 487-1946 

Febniaiy 8,2002 



Nb. Linda LMmm 
Public Afiuis OflSocf 
FishUke Nationil Foreal 
lis East 900 North 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Subject: Quitchupah Credc Road Project Draft EnviTonmemal Inqwct StatemM (BES) 

Dear Ms Jackson, 

Thank you for providing us a copy of the EIS and for requesting our comments. Our detded 
oomniaif are imvided on the MMted p^es. 

]h amagaqr, «« caoBOt aqipaft miiieaieiitaiioa of ei^ 

whicli one of tht three alternatives would be implemenled, Iheiie wnnM he . Mrra rf-pJVn^ 
Inliitatand high potential for losses ofbig game and odierwildBfe^MCiM doe to itidSftwl 
vdnde collisions. The alternatives do not jmMt wmp»^pK^j>^^^ j^Ugmlimm IteMilataad 
tlic wfldlife species discussed in tbe EIS an puUicany ownd ^ 
cogyfiwwion for those loases. 

Should you have any questions regarding our mpoaae, ftd free to contact me at 435 882-2023. 
My fax number is 435 843-0486 and my email address is gerald@aros net 

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important public lands management 
pnipoeal. 

Fleiie keep us advised OB the piq^ of tbb |»o|XMed 



Sincerely, 
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Response 371-1 

See Responses 411-3 (Federal) and 403-1 1. Potential impacts to wildlife 
and wildlife habitat are presented in Section 3.5 of the FEIS. 

Response 371-2 

Analysis of potential impacts to wildlife from vehicle collisions is included 
in the FEIS. Mitigation includes fencing of the road to exclude wildlife. 
Applicant committed measures include underpasses, fence crossings, and/or 
bridges to facilitate wildlife movement. 



Letter 
#371 



371-3 



371-3 
371-3 



Tlie EB does not &CIW »iw !»o!>o»«d Mtioii to offiot loMM of Tri^ 
F Wfill the nmnoseH artinn eontril-it* tn the fiMtnnliOD of II 

AJtemative B No. 
Alternative C No. 
Alternative D No 

Implementation of either of the three proposab will a^xas^ «»« nwvwne"* » ** 
tiatoric laagei m various wqs audi ««: 

(1) F*dca^tepmedw«d(evTOtlioi^i»*niM!*si>>VbeprovWe^fi"*^^ 
invveoMI, it b inliHil fiir mkffife to lue undeqNnies). 

© Tl»levdofliuiii«n«rtivityvinBinct«seiii*i^ 

Mowmeot. , , . m 

(3) Increased number of coal carry ing vehicles and increases in the waMrOI 
r veUcles will increase noise levels. Such noise m\\ discourage wildUfe moveaMBt 



(4) The increase in motorized vehicles using the paved lD(d vni ■ 
f Will th«nmao.ed»flT~' '^"^'dditinnalliub^ 



llietHwertotlbqMMioaisoo. As currently writtsu, Proposab B,C and D do not rfftrlte 
opponiurity Ibr addWooJ public hinliiig and/or fisMng opp^ 

3. Conclu^ons. 

A. In reviewing the draft EIS we could not find any discussion that the loss of »fl«fe 
Wbitst aid losies of wildffe would be oompenaated. 

B We cannot support ia^fcnwBatloB of Atenialives B. C, or D. »Bte 
compensations for the toss Of wDdWkWAatwdlosse. of wk^ 



Eod of oonnMOts 



Page 2 
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Response 371-3 

See Responses 41 1-3, 411-4, 411-25 (Federal), and 403-11. There are no 
sport fisheries in the Project Area. The wildlife section of the FEIS analyzes 
the impacts of fencing, increased activity, and wildlife/vehicle collisions 
(See Section 3.5). Fencing will generally preclude wildlife from the 
roadway and lessen wildlife/vehicle collisions. The Project would enable 
better access for hunting opportunities. 

Applicant committed measures have been included in the design of the three 
build alternatives to replace wetland and riparian habitats lost to road 
construction, to replace filled stream chaimels, and to seed big game winter 
range. 



Letter 
#375 



375-1 



Febniaiyl4,20a2 



Ms. Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Riclifidd,UT 84701 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 



fE6 19aiK 



nOBHEATION. 1 



IMUUFE. 




S260 Souli CcmmMeA Driw 

Suile 200 

San Late C«y. Utah S4107 
(801) 263-9400 
(WI)261'<7eeFAX 



SavagB bdosiiies wodd laee Mlw Oit apportunity to support the QnUdnpah Creek 
Rcmd p ropos a l, and qwcifically AJtenistive D - Water HoUow Road route. Our 



r WW U IHmWii nm, OUU BfVmUMSM/ nJMWMBUTW V — 

imdentandiiig u Qiat flu« louie provides tbe least aiwnmt of conflict <v 
tandownen, local Native American tribes and enviraiiniental groups. 

The truck traffic would be re-dlrected to the Quitchupah Creek Road, wUcii wnld be 
built and maintained through tolls assessed on the coal haulage trucks. 

The Quitchupah Creek Road reduces, by approxiinately SO miles roundtrip, the impact on 
the State Highways and paMicnlaily avoids the soudMm most portico of ^-10, vducfa is 
in poor repair. Ftom Ae Snico Mine flie giadient is genendly down UH, vAich is a 
significant improvement vbm compared to the siAstanlial giades eoooimlend on die 
Aooid Lake nwd and <m 1-70. 

The development of a shorter route between the SUFCO Mine and Highway 10 would 
reduce the time and fiiel consumption for the hauling of coal to the Hunter Power Plant 
and the Savage Coal Terminal near Wellington. In addition, it considerably reduces the 
truck traffic on 1-70 and the most southern portion of SR-10, thus reducing the potential 
for accidents widi otber motraists using the same loads as &e trucks hanligg coal. 

Ibe simple fact is that a dwrtei and inqnoved nrnte to SR-10 is a potiiive ini|n>v<DMDt 
for coal haulage. Coal wiD be hauled finmlhe SUFCO KGne to OeHoitePawwFiailt 
and Savage Coal Teomnal. The ({uestion is how to best manage the truck trafBc The 
new Qnitdnipdi Ro^ Water Hollow Alternative D, should be constnicted and die "No 

Action" alternative is not acceptable. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Quitchupah Gredc Road proposal. 

Sincerely, 



Smcerely, > 

NealSavage / 



The Materials Uanagoiunt and TmisportatUm Systems Company 
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Response 375-1 

The proposed road in Quitchupah Creek would be a downhill run for loaded 
coal trucks to SR-10, no summits or steep grades. The proposed road would 
remove coal truck traffic from the SUFCO Mine on 1-70 east to Fremont 
Jtmction and on SR-10 north to Quitchupah Creek Bridge. 



Letter 
#377 



t)n»m V!E 11: i( ntx *»i m M4T _ Qai uie nil. roust 



377-1 



IS. 2002 



MnyCEiiGfeMB 
Foita SupenfisM 
USDA Forest Savix 
lis East 900 North 
Richfield, UT 84701 

Dear Ms. Erickson; 



fES 20 !5M 
•■ «> 



DBT 




IWr AlIieri«I~- '*'S«n<=«;«^»?~;2^^i^ Sequefflly travel 

to the SUFCO mine. I aniinsu|iport»f mecOTwi™- 
ftr the foltowing reasons: 



to the SUFCO Mine 
2 Reduce traffie on tovil) traveled 1-70 
X c__weiriBidte«oneid5tmghighwHys 



Sincerely, 

■mAMEBKAVC- 
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Response 377-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#380 

(also #382 

through 

#388) 



380-1 



i JOY MINING MACHINERY 

' A Joy Global kic Company 



Fd)ni«y20,2002 



Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
.UT 84701 



FISHUi£IUnONN.n)RESr 
FECEIVH) 

FEB 21 ma 



B€> 

PAO 

»=0 



-!m>. 

_!eie_ 



iHR. 



£ '.'(SKS. 



I RES 

Itcom, 



RE: Quilchupah Creek Road EIS 
Dear Ms. Erickson: 

As part of my business, I frequently travel to the SUFCO Mine. I support the 

construction of the Quitchupah Creek Road for the follow^ing reasons: 

1. It will provide a shorter route from Emery County to the SUFCO Mine saving time 
and fuel: 

2. Create a lower probability of accidents with passenger vehicles by reducing traffic on 
1-70: 

3. Save wear and tear on existing highways; 

4. Provide alternative route from Emery County to the SaNna area: 

5. Employment opportunities at the SUFCO Mine would be more appeaKng to Caitx>n 

and Emery County residents. 



We would appreciate your consideration and approval of the proposed Quitchupah 
Creek Road specifk»lly Water HolkMr, Alternative D. 




Sales Manager 
Western Region 



3H0^ 

jormme mavNBn, Wi migt Road wwiiiwioiib ua* (439 tsr-tin 
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Response 380-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#381-388 



DBT 



FEB 2 ? : :■: 



i<3S 



■"«."" ifJfiCHL 

WTS.-i I !>■&•__ 



DBT America 
P.O. Box 1016 
1814 North 1600 West 
Price. Utah 

Telephone (435)-637-3830 
Teteiax (435)^7-9754 



FeliiwiylS, 2002 



Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
11 5 East 900 North 
RJchfleM, UT 84701 

Dear Ms. Erickson: 



As part of my business, I frequently travel to the SUFCO mine. I support the 
oonsiniction of theOuitchupah CieekRoad for the liolowing reasons: 



381-1 



1 . It will provide a shorter route from Emery and CartXNi county to the SUFCO 
mine thus saving time and fuel. 

2. Create a lower probabilily of a«Alenls with passenger vehides by reduc^ 
traffic on 1-70. 

3. The shorter route save wear and tear on existing highways. 

4. Provides alternative route Irom Emery County to the Safina area. 



We wouM appreciate your conskJeratran and approval of the proposed 
QuHchupah Creek Koaul speciflcaliy Water Hollow, Attemative 0. 



Sincerely. 



Title: SC. SeCWC fJHJ''^'^ 
DBT AMERICA INC. 
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Response 381-1 

Comments noted. 



This letter also signed by: Vickie Shreve, Dan Taping, Sean E. Anderson, 
Mike Dammian, Paul Chacar, Dustin Anderson, and one illegible signature. 



Letter 
#396 



09/l«/02 TVE m Ml «M ««47 _ EI9B UK MIL. FOIIEn 



BlOOT 



396-1 




r Canyon FiM« Compxv. I** 
SUFCOMIn* 
]97$M«><00«IMI 

«H)a»nw (4X1 




Ms Mary C 
FoKStSupeNw 
USDAf=orastSMVice 
FishWwMHraiFon*! 
IISEMtSOONmrn 
iagMMd.Ur 84701 

Dear Ms. Erickson; 

canyon .u., Co,«P»^. ^^J^c*^:?.^ S4« B^'^t^^^^ 
comn>e^to'^0'^Q''*'=^"l'^^^^^Sii^ y^ of cooperative effort by the 
This OEIS represents (BLM)- Sevier and 

fSSrSSfSiSi^lte road., we appreciate the effort ttXt «■ 
""^-''^ttnS^a^^e solution ,o bu,id,og th.s road. 



CPC ^ Sufco .cuid .»» Ho^^«^'^^"' ^^^^^^^^^^ 

o. .he pnvate 

SSS^ws and m*" Aniemw* «b«- 

Th. historic use o. the QuiW»»* S"J^,^*^"^ISSdS1CSii!£ft oS 

SS^o f caUle adjacent to .he road ^'T^S^^Z^ZZ^^'"^ ^^^'^^''''^ °* 
Smin The mine ,s more than «.ll.ng to ,hese areas but road 

design and "~5S*S»SS^*lX ^uSt>.e soM^^^ 
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Response 396-1 

A fenced cattle trail would be constructed along 1 .5 miles of the western 
end of the proposed road where topography limits free movement of 
livestock. East of that, the cattle would trail outside the fenced road 
corridor. 



Letter 
#396 



»>/l*/02 THE 11; IT TU. Ml (M M4T 



FISB LME m. F«IIE$I 



Bom 



to the tewtei*. 01 bo* S««i« and Emwy Counae*. 



SIwloB FUB. COMPANY, UC 
SUFCOMne 




ICEMskb 
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Letter 
#398 



398-1 




MMyCI 
Forest Siq)eivisor 
Fisiilake National Foiest 
llSR900Naidi 
Itid£dd.U(ihS4701 



We would like to comment on the Draft Environmental Ini^crSmteuieutj 
by the BLM and Forest Service ooocaning ifieSOFC ~ 
Creek and Convulsion CaoyoiL 



issued jointly 
Qiutchiyah 



We have coixxiiis Aat the degree to wliidi flie arcbaedogicd sitM in ean^ 

adversely impacted b> the proposed project have neiliur been adequBlcfysMedi 
the DEIS. The uniqueness and value of these ardiaeological sites to ]MOvide scientific 

information has not been adequately described. 

At thejunction of Quitchupah Canyon with the North Fork, there are about 10 panels of rock ait 
(pictographs and petroglyphs) with another 4 or 5 panels in the \ icinity. Some of these wiU be 
destroyed by construction of the proposed road if either alternative B or C is selected. 

llwIaigestnaiibeBttfiiiiages in ttisaieaaie fee iBKcnmiaaBairier Canyon Style and (Sot 
CanyonStyleS. OleDCngfanSQdeS is flie oldest style ofnxi at jnt identified in Ulife. B 
dales fioin the Archaic Pokid, 'Miidi b^an diout 7.000 yeaa go and bsied iq> to dxNtf 

years ago. The Barrier Canyon style may also have begun in diis period, but it lasted much 
longer. There arc also Fremont and Ute images in the panels. The Bairier Canyon Style and 
Glen Canyon Styles images in the panels are important because oftheir extreme age. Theyalso 
are excenentCTan^JeeoffliEirs^ types, and embody distinctive chai aeleil s t i csdiat are me in 

their styles. 

The Glen Canyon Style 3 images in this location are one of the most northwestern sites of diis 
siyle,andaieinipartantbeGaug6«iftiiis&ct (IhehigbestcancentiatimioftlMe images is in 
southeastern Utah and nortfaeastem Arizona.) These, and all other iiiia9c:3 in dus location, arc 
important because of their potential to provide infennation eenetaiag Ike motanait over time 
and through space of the people in the piehisttniccultuieswIwGKMeddKnL lliese images liave 
the potential to answer tlw qiKstions of «diy tliese peopte were at diis extienie iwidKni locadon 
in tfaeiriange and when the cultures were present in the canyon. 

Additionally, there are images at this location that appear to be combinations of Barrier Canyon 
Style and Fremont Style. These are of critical importance to understanding the relationships 
between the prehistoric rock art styles and the interactions of various cultures. Furthermore, 



in 
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Response 398-1 

The FEIS text in Section 3.12 regarding the cultural resources within the 
project area has been revised to better describe the uniqueness and 
significance of the sites. The proposed road through Quitchupah Creek 
canyon has been rerouted in the area of the rock art sites in order to avoid 
possible impacts from road construction activities. 



since these combinations exist, the panels have the potential to provide infonnation on 
determining when the relationships took place and how they changed over time. The potential 
for obtaining this important infonnation in the Quitchupah Cieek and Convulsioii Cany<m area is 
umqae to tboe sites. lUssignificaiioe needs to be discussed in die EIS. 

These panebaRimqiieL hiwsqiidinBe^mliawfi)aadiM>aaMnidc«itiMDebflwtaK 
exactly like these aaywhrrr in Utah. This £act needs to be discussed in the EIS. (As evidcxsce 
fiomwMch to diiwfliisccmidiision, please see the agadied map of 1^ 
Utah Aicbaeological ReseaiGii Institiite over llie past 30 yws.) 

No ODB knows what these images mean, or why they were placed at diis location. Research is 

currently being conducted at these locations to determine answers to these, and other questions. 
Since the meaning, fiinclioii and puipose of these images has not \ et been discovered, no adverse 
impacts to these figures are acceptable, or important and significant information may be lost. 

niis sbwld be also sMed in the EIS. 

Furthermore, preliminaqr leseatch at diese pends has «fao«m dwt images btve die po^^ 
provide important infbimatioa about die arcbaeoastnuxMuical faelie6 and pnwtices of diese 
ancient people. On th« nmtli ftrang aAr. nf ttin largf. rnrir n «!» jin^i^ii <«f Q H i h <iii | Hih Owyiin 
and North Forte, there is a unique panel of spectacular petio^ypbs. ItismnRadfi)rpaiidstobe 

placed on north facing rock surfaces. This placement suggests that the panel may have unusual 
properties. Overhanging this panel is a pointed rock that casts a stmdial-Iike shadow across the 
panel as the sun moves across the sky. See photographs below. Thereisapossibili^thatdiis 
diadow align widi feattaes of Ik panel at various dines of the year ani act as a cateodar. 




Fhotognph showing shadow castiiig rock above pand. 



If the road is built past tins {Muie, Aen is a veiy leal possibihty that the vfliiMigw 
constructioo and/or operaticm of the heavy coal tnicks will move tiiis rock aod destroy any 



Comments of die Utdi Aidiaeological Resrarch Institute oonceming Quitchupah OEIS, Page 2 
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Response 398-2 

The FEIS contains a more detailed description of the rock art in Quitchupah 
Creek canyon. The presence of several rock art styles indicates that the area 
was utilized for thousands of years. The styles exhibited and the groups 
affiliated illustrate a common attraction and uniqueness to the area. The 
impact analysis has been revised to reflect the unique nature of these sites. 



Response 398-3 

Vibrations due to construction activities, blasting, and coal truck traffic 
would not adversely affect the cultural resource sites, specifically the rock 
art sites. The proposed road corridor down Quitchupah Creek canyon was 
rerouted to the south side of the creek in order to avoid the rock art and 
other cultural resources in that area. Rock art and structural cultttfal 
resources are the site types potentially most susceptible to impacts from 
minimal movement/damage to structural failure and loss of the resource. As 
presented in the BLM Handbook H-3150, illustration 10, the BLM has 
determined that peak velocities at the base of standing cultural structures 
and rock art should not exceed 0.75 inches per second. The BLM' s distance 
of set-back, for example, is 205 feet for a 10 lb charge biuied 10 feet. The 
set-back for a 10 lb charge at the surface increases to 1,013 feet. There are 
no proposed blasting areas within 1 ,200 feet of the rock art complex. BLM 
guidelines for blasting set-backs would be utilized. 



Normal envtroimiental conditions to which these resources are subjected on 
a daily basis and which cause similar effects include wind, temperature 
changes, humidity changes, and vibrations from aircraft and vehicles. 
Failures of prehistoric structures and rock art occur as natural events, a 
function of ever-present forces of erosion and decay. Precipitation 
combined with freeze-thaw cycles and other natural processes can impact 
the stability of these sites. 



potential for determining the astronomical functioning of the site. Even the slightest movement 
may be detrimental. Thus, important itiformution may be lost Hie potential for lOSSOffhis 
important information needs to be discussed in the EIS. 





FlMitogiqihs dianring inovaawnt of the shadow acram the panA 
Flnlognphs taken in June 1981. 



Research conducied by Jesse Warner (Utah Roclc Art Volume VIII, Section 4, "Solar 
Observations at Quitchupah, Utah 198)t-1989") also indicates that other panels in the area, 
indtiding one that nugr be destfoyed if the mad is built, also have a 
sigDificaoce. 



Commmls Of flw Utah Aicbaeological Re ^i^to titMte conwnting Quitchupah DEIS, Page 3 
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Response 398-4 

Although archaeoastronomical significance of the rock art in the Quitchupah 
Creek area has been examined (Warner, 1989), this area of study is 
inconclusive and therefore not included in the analysis. These sites are 
unique and eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

The proposed alignment for Alternative B, Quitchupah Creek Road, and 
Alternative C, Alternate Jtmction, has been shifted south from the alignment 
in the DEIS (which was about 60 feet from the panels). This new alignment 
would place the proposed road about 300 feet away and across the creek 
from the panels. The new alignment would also avoid impacting some other 
known cultural sites located within the previous alignment. No additional 
eligible sites are within this modified route. 

The existing road cturently routed between the creek and the panels would 
not be used for access. This would tend to limit access for casual visitors. 

This modification to Alternatives B&C will lessen the potential for impacts 
of a busy public road next to the rock art site. 
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398-2 
cont. 



Because the prehistoric images along Quitchupah Creek are both unique and have the potential to 
provide 5iiznint:anl and important information about the prehistory' of the area and about 
aichaeoastronomy, they are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 
Hhs aboaU be discussed in Itae EIS. 



ndueologjeil dies and iiands of rack ut and Ksidting loss of inqiorl^ 

discussed fin&er and evaluated in the EIS. 

Furthermore, impacts &om road constrtiction, diesel fiiel exhaust and coal dust need to be 
discussed and determined. The impacts of these substances may make fitture dating of Uie rock 

art impossible. This needs to be stated in the EIS. 

In coiKliision, we know that these images are unique. This caimot be stressed enough. No other 

iDck art innds C3iacl)y like tbese OBSt aiqrwheR dse in Utah and anyvita 

wodd. rtl im iitlii I liii i^iiaii iiiii iii tin i iiiiililiiiiliiiiiii iif i iilluii , liuii |ii liiiilil will iiimiiiinil nf 

lodc art pesent Oat woold lead to die creation ofthese nek art panels. ThepoHinKlllftt 

HicfmiwMig wgiiifuwa anA im|w*aiij iinfanwatMMi alwMi*<li*|i— |||^^^ny ufn^ imlllfrnHHilf 

r'**"**'*'y^***^^*'^*'**'*^^'*'*^-^**'***j <>fttw fliM^ wwftg^ i« iimyi^rtinmiM^ HMSe fiCtS AUISt 

be deariy stated in die ESS, 

Primary impact.s a.s discussed in Alternative B and C indicate that damage, even destruction of 
some of these significant rock ait panels, will occur. The only acceptable alternative, given the 
above infi)anation, is aetian A - no I 



Sincerely, 



Steven J. Manning 
Director and Principal Investigator 



Oamniefteof theUlah Archaeok>gical ReseanAInstitu^ DEIS. Page 4 
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Response 398-5 

The FEIS text in Section 3.12 regarding possible impacts, including indirect 
impacts, to cultural resource sites has been revised. Direct impacts, 
depending on the alternative chosen, could include site destruction, loss of 
integrity, and increased erosion. Indirect impacts include possible 
vandalism from increased accessibility and use of the area for recreation. 

Vibrations during construction and produced by coal transport trucks could 
cause impacts to the rock art sites. Dust from road construction would be 
suppressed through use of water or an approved dust suppressant. There is 
no conclusive evidence that emissions would impact the rock art. 

Quantifying air pollution damage is difficult. The damage function is the 
quantitative relationship relating the influence of a pollutant, such as diesel 
emissions, on a receptor-like stone. The mathematical form of the damage 
function depends on whether the ambient air concentration or deposition 
rate is the measure of pollution and also on the measure of damage, such as 
surface loss or chemical denudation (Livingston 2002). Air pollution 
standards are created for human health protection utilizing ambient air 
quality standards. A measure of deposition rate would be more appropriate 
in determining the affects on rock art. 

Motor vehicles generate three major pollutants: hydrocarbons, nitrogen 
oxides, and carbon monoxide. Nitrogen oxides are produced from buring 
fuels, including gasoline and coal. Ground-level ozone is a product of 
reactions between chemicals that are produced by burning coal, gasoline, 
other fuels, and chemicals. Vehicles and industries are the major sources of 
ground-level ozone. Particulate Matter is any type of solid in the air in the 
form of smoke, dust, and vapors, which can remain suspended for extended 
periods. Particulates are produced by many sources, including burning of 
diesel fuels by trucks, fossil fuels, road construction, and industrial 
processes such as mining. Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) are 
organic chemicals, many of which are hazardous air pollutants. Vehicle 
emissions are an important somce of VOCs. As stated above, these are 
human health standards which do not apply readily to the damage function. 
Therefore stating that these emissions/pollutants are within or out of 
acceptable range does not imply the same in regards to affects to rock art in 
the area. Sufficient data to analyze pollutant damage to the rock art does not 
exist and therefore does not appear in the analysis. 
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JOHN F. BATES 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 
455 SOUTH 300 CAST. SUITE 200 
SALT LAKE CITY. UTAH 641 1 1 

TELEPHONE <SOI) S3»«77« 
PAX: (S0l)53S«77a 



Febnuiy 11,2002 

Linda L. Jackson Kay Erickson 

Public Affairs Officer Realty Specialist 

Fishlake National Forest Bureau of Land Management 

1 1 5 East 900 North Richfield Field Office 

Richfield, UT 84701 1 50 East 900 North 
Richfield, UrS4701 

Re: Draft EnvinnmenUd Impact Statement - Qmtdnqrali Omk Road 

DearMs. Jackson and Mr. Erickson, 

As Castle Valley has iHcviously stated, it strongly appMCS Ahematives B and C <rftte 
Draft Enviiomneaial Inqnct Statement ("DEIS")- 

Nevertheless, after a thorough review, in depth discussions ^\ ith many of the parties and 
others submitting cominents on the proposal, and serious, thoughtful consideration of the social, 
cultural, environmental, and economic needs of the region. Castle Vallev is prepared to support 
the Alternative D, the Water Hollow Rome, as identified in the DEIS. Castle \'alley believes that 
this Alternative best protects the irreplactabic ci;!iural, environmental, aesthetic, and social 
values of Quitchupah Canyon, while adequately providing for the economic requirements 
uiiderlying die proposal fear the omstnictiaii of the road. 

r«tl« Valley's latertats: 

Castle Valley o«n» approximately 16,000 acres of land in Emery Coimiy, plus 
approximatdy 2,000 acres in Sevier County. In addition, it leases several thousand fise acres in 
Emery County, and has grazing pomits on several thousand additional acres of Slate, Forest 
Service, and BLM land in Emery, Sevier, and Wayne Counties. It runs almost 2,000 cows, 200 
bulls, and over 1 00 horses on its lands. It is also actively involved in developing its lands for 
other outdoor activities such as bird and big game hunting, as well as providing the public with 
general out-door experience opportunities under the guidance of trained outdooismen, which 
Castle \'alley believes will bring additional employment, recognition, and economic activity to 
the area, which is not dependent on the minerals extraction industry. 

While most of Castle Valley's land is located within the Emery/Moore area, it has 
sipnficant land Iwldiiigs in the iinmediate vicinity of Quitcfaiqiah Caiman and is the 
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user of the water in the Quitchupah Creek. Its fee land holdings include two plots of land 
directly in Quitchupah Canyon, which will be directly and n«giriively impiicHid by tbe 
Ahematives B and C rights-of-way. One oftbeseplotsisa choice piece «t tilhUe meage 
currently used for raising al&lia and other cattle feed in tbe summer and winter pasture in the 
winter. TUsacrei^aboimividesvahiable winter range for die wiMimgnhtepopDlation of the 
area, ad supports pRyqiedet Sir die RqMores and small predator species the live in or migrate 
into and out of die Canym. These values, as well as the culmral and aesthetic treasures of the 
Canyon, figure largely in Castle Valley's attraction to Quitchupah Canyon and its planned 
development of light-impact outdoor activities development. These values will be largely 
destroyed by any development of the proposed road alone the Alternative B or C routes. 

In addition to its land holdings and water interests in and around the Quitchupuh Canyon, 
Castle \'alle\ uses the Canyon for access to and from its summer range for a portion of its cattle- 
Losing the use of the Canyon for its spnng and fall cattle drives would add significant cost to the 
alreadv cost-strapped cattle business of Castle Valley and the other local cattlemen. As noted in 
the DEIS, construction of the road under Alternatives B or C would render most of the Canyon 
hvestodi trail unusable, and the road would pose a substantial hazard for Uvestodcio the 
Canyon. 

Thus, Castle Valley's interests in die outcome ofdus proposal are bodi direct and 

substantial. 

Values to Be Protected : 

Ouilchupah Canyon is a unique segment of the heritage of Utah. Castle Valley has 
expended considerable effort to properly identify and evaluate this heritage. Based on the 
infomiaiion produced through its contacts, Castle Valley submits that the Canyon should receive 
active proiceiion from all levds of goveniineitt to preserve its iiiaiiysiiigiilarv>liics,aiiioiig 

which are the following: 
Cuhural : 

It scents to Castle Valley thai the DEIS is abnost sterile and devmd of leal analysis in its 
fiscussion of the cultural values of die Canyon. Castle Valley's eiforts to understand die cultural 
heritage ofdic Canyon indicate flnt the Quitdltipah Canyon has played a significant part in the 
lives of the Native Americans of the region for several thousand years, and may be one of the few 
locations in Utah, if not the lone location, where representative examples of the art of all of 
Utah 's principal prehistoric cultures are piesenL Casde Valley has been advised diat Native 
.\metK.:r rock an dating back almost 5,000 years is not only present in the Caqno, but dot it is 
piesent m an uniquely confined area. 

It is feared that some of this unique heritage may have already been covered or othera ise 
disnnbed by the Gmited Toad Iniildiiig and inaiiitenaiioe coiidueted in the Canyon in the past 

2 




6-106 



Response 400-1 

A cattle trail would be constructed along 1 .5 miles of the western portion of 
the proposed road where topography limits free movement of the livestock. 
East of that, the cattle would trail outside the fenced road corridor. 
Livestock trailing through the Quitchupah Creek area wovild continue. See 
Section 3.8 for additional informatioti. 



Response 400-2 

The FEIS contains revised sections for cultural resources and Native 
American Concerns (Sections 3.12 and 3.13). Should Alternative B or C be 
selected then mitigation would be developed and approved by the 
appropriate agencies for impacted cultural resource sites, including potential 
indirect impacts to the rock art sites. The tribes, as consulting parties, would 
be involved in resolving and approving mitigation measures. 



An ethnographic study (Stoffle et al. 2004) of the Quitchupah Creek area 
was conducted with the Paiute Tribe. This is summarized in Section 3.13. 



Casile Valley has been advised, however, that the portions covered or dishnted by this past 
human activity may be reoovenble. 

Not only is fliere inique nek an vdiie 10 the Canyon, vdudi Altenntiva B nd C 
at best dneaien, and at worst destroy, a inimber of other ctilniiBl and ardieologiG ates. bodi 

prehistoric and historic, have been identified. The DEIS itself notes that there is no way to avoid 
negative impacts lo ihe sacred nature of the Canyon forNati\e Amencans or lo avoid nfizali\c 
impacts to rock an and other cultural sites if Alternatives B or C are selected. Its conclusion thai 
"(tpie sacredness of the canyon... would be irretrievably violated by Ihe construction and 
operation of a public haul roadf, and c]ligible prehistoric sites not e\ca\ ated for saKage would 
beunmiligated residual impacts due to the road construe t;on|,| ' cjnnot be cmphasi-'cd strongly 
enough. In fact. Castle Valley behe\ es that instead ot attcmptinc "o dctcrmmc w hether these 
resources should be permitted lo be neiraliN el> impacted oi destio>ed. the Bl.M and Fores! 
Service should be evaluating the method and liming of preser^'ing these unique resources for 
filluiegeneraiiaiB. 

Talcing (be long-leim view, CasOe Valley believes that over tine dieae cuhnnl treasuies 
represeiit a vahobleresoonxe which can foiTOtiK basis fi3rregi<mal eo<HKmiic growth. Without 
piatectian these assets will be lost to fiiture generations and will newer reach tbeir fidl cultml 
and economic potential. 

Castle Valley submits that Allemaiives B and C should be Tweeted soldy because of their 
destruclive potential to valuable cultural resources. 

Nevertheless, while rejecting .Mtemativcs B and C because of the extremely negative 
impact on the cultural resources of Ihe Canyon. Castle Valley recognizes that economic 
development should not be sacrificed if a reasonable alternative is available. Therefore, on 
balance Castle Valley supports the construction of tiie hnd nmd nidcr the Aliematlve D 
proposal, because of Alternative D's avoidance of the cultural itsouices of (Juitchupah Canyni. 

F.nviroamMlal : 

The Qiiitclnipah Canyon is a ste^, narrow, canyon with a small Stream finning in its 

bottom. Although the stream is generally small, m times of peak mnoffin the spring or 
following ihundersiorm events, the stream can become quite violent and erosive. This, coupled 

with the fact that the soils in the Canyon are easily eroded, means that the route to be followed by 
.Mtematives B and C is extremely unstable. The instability of the route, along w ith the gated 
nature of the road o\'er Ihe private lands in the canyon, is a major reason that the Quitchupah 
Canyon road is little traveled. In addition to the other impacts from heavy traffic in the Canyon, 
il is to be expected that Ihe vibralions and emissions from the blasting and consiruction \s ork. 
followed b\ those from the heavy trucks moving regularh' up and down the road, \\ \]\ ine\ itably, 
unnecessarily, and irretrievably damage such cultural resources as are left otherw ise undestioyed 
in the CanymL 

3 
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Response 400-3 

We agree that Quitchupah Creek=s flo«f is flashy and erosive, and that the 
upland watershed contains erodible soils; those characteristics were 
described in the Draft EIS. While there is no doubt that the existing road is 
unstable, the road design features, BMPs, and monitoring program for the 
proposed routes B and C would alleviate many of the problems of the 
current road. In addition, the applicant and agency-committed measures 
would help to compensate for any increased erosion or sedimentation from 
the project. 

The barrier affect of the proposed road and habitat fragmentation will be 
detailed in the FEB. There is critical big game winter range on Water 
Hollow and Saleratus Benches that would he impacted by construction of 
Alt. D. The mitigation would include additional seedings for big game 
winter range, fencing of the road, and a warning system when elk are 
crossing the road. 

The proposed route near the rock art was shifted south and across the creek. 
No blasting would occur within 1200 feet of the rock art (see Response 
398-3). 
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The construction necessaiy to put a road of the size proposed for Alternatives B and C in 
the Canyon will cause excessive silting and erosion in the Quitchupifa Cndc. and caimM bdp but 
physically alter dw iiMunl cndi flow and alignment. These impacts will have a aerioudy 
negative outoome on dw&agite riparian ecosystems in the Canyon. AdditioiiaIly,flielii^ traffic 
volune, noise, and enussions will lUMloubtedly inhitHt, if not reniove, the ■ 
imponant water source for the fauna noimally utilizing the Canyon's water. 

Putting a high-volume, heav'V-vehicle road down through the middle of the Can> on will 
without doubt negatively impact the wintering grounds I'br the w ild ungulates in the area. It will 
also unquestionable drive the majority of the resident and seasonal mammals, both prey and 
predator, as » ell asthe birds, including raptores, from the Canyon, and cause an imwcessaiy lisk 

for the domestic anmials using the Canyon. 

Castle \ alley submits that with the possible exception of the impact on wintering elk, 
which impact is speculative in the DEIS, substantially all of die negative environmental impacts 
of Alternatives B and C can be avoided or significantly reduced by the selection of Alternative D, 
the Water Hollow Route. It also appears from the DEIS that the Water HoUow Route has the 
I advantage of making existing oil and gas leases mote readily avaiUUe lo exptoiaiion 
twidKNit (he need for as much additional load creatiaa. Hk positive lesolt of 
redodng the mmber <rf additional roads and tracks in the area akme wovM seem to dictate the 
selection of Altemative D. 
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Aesthetic : 

Ouitchupah Canyon is an aesthetic treasure appreciated by almost everyone who has the 
good fortune to \ isit it. Part of this aesthetic \'alue is the isolation and quiet the Canyon offers to 
visitors. Constructing the proposed road in the Canyon would completely destroy the Canyon's 
aesthetic value in a way which would be itreveisible and incqnbk of mitigatian. 

Seeial : 

The tmciy area is in need of resource development, which will provide the potential ior 
long-icim economic growth. While the activity in the Sufco Mine can be expected to provide 
short-leim economic benefit to the Emeiy area, there is no pretense that this benefit is anything 
odier than a one- or two-generation benefit The real potential for long-term economic growth 
and stability in the Emeiy area tests with the developmem of its latent touiistqipeal. Nothing 
should be done, wliich has the potciitial for deslioying this eooiioiiiic giDwfli potential. 

For the past se\ eral years Castle Valley has been actively working at developuig a tounst 
business with lis lands. These activities have included the restoration of the Castle N'allcy Ranch 
facilities, the preser\aiion of old pioneer buildings located on Castle Valley lands, and the 
conversion of an old farm house into an appealing retreat for hunters and others seeking uplifting 
outdoor experiences. Castle Valley has set iq> a staler eiHity, Castle Vdl^Omdoon, LLC 
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Response 400-4 

While there may be some temporary, localized sources of sediment during 
the construction of the proposed road, these would be minimized by the 
construction techniques and best management practices that would be 
implemented. An additional discussion of these has been added to the Final 
EIS. 

Quitchupah Creek=s flow and alignment is already affected by the flashy 
nature of the runoff and the already high sediment loads conveyed to and 
through the stream system (as the commentor previously stated). The 
Afragile riparian ecosystems noted by the commentor has already been 
severely compromised by livestock and natural erosion/sedimentation. Both 
plant and animal life currently present in the stream/riparian corridor has to 
be adapted to high sediment loads and changing erosion/deposition of 
bed/bank materials. Any short term, minor sediment loads added to the 
stream as a result of construction would not fiuther change this status quo. 
The final EIS has been revised to include a more extensive description of 
the BMPs associated with the proposed road design, construction, and 
maintenance. Further, it has been revised to include details on appUcant- 
and agency-committed measmes to reduce Uvestock impacts on Quitchupah 
Creek), all of which would reduce existing sediment/salinity impacts. 
Lastly, the EIS has incorporated an extensive monitoring plan which would 
ensure that chronic sedimentation/erosion sources associated with the road 
project are fixed, and that water quality goals are met. All of these measures 
combined would minimize the potential for water quality or riparian 
ecosystem Impacts. 

Alternative D, the Water Hollow Route, would provide access into 
essentially roadless terrain for the exploration and development of other 
resources such as oil and gas. 

Response 400-5 

See Section 3.10, Visual Resoiu-ces. The changes brought by the proposed 
road or alternatives are within the criteria for the visual class ratings used by 
the ELM and FS for these areas. The visual class ratings used by the 
agencies are for development of the area and not for preservation of 
aesthetic values. 
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cont. 


nduch is actively raising upland gme bmte, developing bird hunting areas, lusting bird and big 
game hums, and offering horse and ATV tomrs faito the enchanting landscape of the region. 
Because of their isolation and location. Castle Vallqr's lands in the Canyon aie an integral part of 
these developnieat (dans and activities. 

Castle Vall^ has also been in contact with a European tour agency, which specializes in 
providmg European and Asian customers with American West adventures. This tour agency is 
veiy imeiesled in the muqaeness of die Quitcbupah Canyon, and is presently woridng on the 
passible mchision of Qnitehnpah and other Castle Valley Randies lands in its toivs. 

In addition to the htntingaildouuli 'iir ail\ enu.rt business, ii is quite clear that as dw taste 
of international tourists is developed for the piciiistoric rock art of the Native Americans, the 
cultural heritage and resources in Quitchupah Canyon will become a v alued attraction. Castle 
Valley submits that for this reason alone the government's efforts should be to protect Ibis 
resource from shon-ierm dc\ clopmeni, which will lead to irretrievable damage 10 and loas of the 
resource. Alternatives B and C destroy the oppoitunity to build a long-tenn eoonomic benefit for 
the in^iaeted ponioa of Emeiy County utilizing this valuable and unique resoorce. 


Response 400-6 

See Response #400-5 and Section 3.15, Socioeconomics. The economy 
of Emery County is based on mining, power plants, and agriculture. 
Emery County wages and household income are above state averages. 
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PniectCMls: 

Project costs should not be limited to those directly associated with the project, but 
should include the collateral costs which will be experienced by others adversely affected by the 
project An example of the collateral costs is die impact on the cattlemen who utilize die 
Quitchupah Canyon far trailing cattle to and from summer range on the national forest 


Response 400-7 

About 1.5 miles of livestock trail would be constructed. There would not 
be costs to the cattleman. All costs for livestock facilities associated with 
the proposed road would be paid for by the SUFCO mine. 




Just as the construction ofthepioposed road will lead to reductions in the transportation 
costs of coal from the Sufco .Mine, the failure to give adequate consideration to the other users of 
the Canyon can have a catastrophic cost impact on the cattlemen using the Canyon. The cattle 
business is already marginal, and it does not take much to lip the scale fiom profit or break-even 
todestnictivekws. TliaedoesnoianpettUbetoiytnalywofdieiiiipacioftnickingcostsand 
livestock km lesolling from die proposal on the catdemcD «4io have naed Quitchupah Ca^ 
fordecades. Even for the larger ranchers using die Canyon, tiuddng costs and livestock loss 
oouM well prove nmwBS. These costs for the various attematives should also be quandfied and 
plaecd in die balance. No alternative should be petmined to go forward, which does not 
adequately pnleet die cattlemen's long-existing rights to the use of the Canyon, and which does 
not dimmate or sidMiantially minimize the potentiany destructive hnpact of trucking costs and 
cattle loss to the cattlemen. 


See Section 3.8. Livestock would be fenced out of the road corridor. Any 
losses of cattle due to vehicle collision would be compensated for under the 
State's open range law. 

Costs related to the different alternatives are analyzed in Section 3.15 
Socioeconomics. 




Castle Valley believes that the DEIS nnfiurly presents the project costs inanianneT\idnch 
appears to give the nod to .i^ltematives B and C, to the disadvantage of Alternative D. Although 
Castle Valley has made no attempt, and in fact does not have the resources readily available, to 
quantify the magnitude of the costs not reflected in the costs presented for Alternatives B and C, 
Castle Valley believes than all costs associated with those Alternatives should be fairly jHcsraited 
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400-7 
cont. 

400-8 



400-9 



in order to avoid skewing the presentation in favor of Alieroatives B and C, even tliough some of 
those costs may be ohimalely pusbed ofTonlo other entities, such as Sevi«r County and UDOT . 

In the eariy days of the floating of this proposal there were some very large numbers 
given for the changes fliat woiild tie reqiiind in the vicinity of die junctim of ^ 

Highway 10. These numbers resulted from the changes necessary to the Quitchupah Creek 
bridge, and the construction of stan-up and slow-down lanes leading from and to the junciion. 
Castle Vallev is not convinced thai the Itve costs of Alternative B have been fairly presented. 

Additionally, it does not qipear to Castle Valley that the safety issues regarding the 
jtinclkn of Ahennlive B wib Higtarqr 10 hive been ctniBdeied at dL 

RFTOMMENPATIOW: 

Castle Valley's efforts to fiilly understand the needs for the inoject md to baJanoe diose 
needs with the legitimate concerns of others to be impacted by it banc lead Castle VsUey and its 
ownen to the conchisiaD that die best allenialive is fliat npresenM by Ahanailive D. Tber^^ 
Ct8de Vallqr «nd its <wam SK pnpmd to siifqKm (he sde(:ikm aiid ci^^ 
die loole pniiosed fbr AhemaBve D. 

Castle Valley is pleased and heanened by the recognition of the interests of the cattlemen 
by Canyon Fuel Company and the Sufco Mine, and their w iUingness to take the necessary steps 
to mitigate the negative impact on the cattlemen resulting from the proposed road. Castle Valley 
sopports Sufco's suggestion that an equitable solution tan be found for the problem, and is 
willing to work with Sufco and the other cattlemen during the design and construction phases of 
the project to assure the safe and economic use of the lands for the movement and maillteDailoe 
of livestock by the involved cattlemen over the life of the road. 

Castle Valley appreciates the opportunity to conuneni on this project, and urges die 
Decision Maketts) to adopt Ahemattve D, incoipoiatiiig |»ovisiaDS for the catttaina's 
protectjon. 




1 F. Bates, Attorney for 
! Valley Ranches, LLC 



« 
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Response 400-8 

See Table 2.7-1 and Section 3.15 in the I'EIS for revised cost figures. 



Response 400-9 

Comment noted, see Response 400-1. 



utaH Farm Bureau Faammoon 



Linda L. Jackson, PoUic Aiiain Officer 
Fishlake National Focst 
USE. 900 N. 
]tidifidd.Ul*AM701 



RKHFODRMGEROSnKr 
RECBVEO 



RANGER. 



BUEiNESS MOMr_ 

necoEATKM 

RN«E 



Dear Linda, 

On behalf of the Utah Farm Bureau Federation 'wMdi ivpRsents tuaen and lanchos in 
Utah, and specifically in Sevier and Emeiy Cdiioljes,«etalDeftisa|ipoitiMii9ton9|iaiid 

to the Quitchupah Creek Road Draft EIS 

The Farm Bureau has represented the interests of farmers and ruiK hers for over 85 years 
and held to strong private propeityn^ts, water ligbB and 9nzaigii^ds(«Mc]iflie 
federal government ie£ns to as ^privileges'^ 

One «f the in^ar canceiiB we Imve vvidi fte Qmtdiupab DGIS i» Am it co^ 
neiJeeled the livestock trailing issue On page 1-14. "Issues not analyzed in detair. 
Tracking cattle was mentioned Trailing livestock is another issue. Livestock trailw^ 
are long established and time honored. Govcmmem ha.s a responsibility to provide 
trailways for livestock to get to and from allotments Trucking may be an alternative ftir 
some operators but certamly not for all and the federal I'overnment shouldn't force 
operators to truck their livestok. Also if you talk lo an> producer they xvill tell you there 
are injuiies and stress to livestock associated with trucking as well as the additional costs. 
The Forest Service has the ies|ioosibg% to leqpme the QiHlcliiipah Road 
livestock driveway likB M been fbrmany yeais. 

Anote concent we see is flw proposed riMd dinuHiiiig acres tiiat (Hovide for^ 
livestock. BLM has done some reseeding of lands diatdK proposed road would go 
through or near to during construcaon, thus taking foiage fiom livestock. This loss alogg 
with othei^, such as disrupted water improvements, must be mitigated. 

We understand that there has been some discussion regarding fencing the proposed road 
and keeping the livesicK-k on one side of the fence and otTof the road. If this is a 
reasonable alternative, then the cost of this fence must also be mitigated. 
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Response 402-1 

A livestock trail would be constructed along 1 .5 miles of the west end of the 
proposed road where topography restricts free trailing movement. East of 
that, livestock would trail outside of the fenced road corridor. A good 
portion of the existing road could be utilized tmder Alternative D. 



Response 402-2 

The loss of forage in the allotments on Water Hollow Bench would be five 
AUMs most in the G.L. Olson Allotment. Mitigation in this allotment 
includes a water system for better distribution of cattle which means better 
use of forage in seedings now far removed from water. See Section 3.8. 

The cost of constructing livestock fence would be covered by the proponent 
and ultimately the toll user of the road. 



Lrvestock production is a basic indusby in Emery and Sevier Counties just as is cool 
producrion. Both arc needed and provide economic activity for the slate and local 
communities. For those persons who are involved in either of these two industries, one is 
no more important than the other. If the proposed road is approved it should only be on 
the condition that the livestock opeialors can continue to trail their livestock and the 
iBi[MGls to their operaliaiBt due 10 tte pmpoaed nad, ae miligattd. 

The IwniBiatM feds vciy strongly about these livestock Aivcwnys. Ukrwcw 
pioWems when 1-70 was bmh through Clear Creek Canyon where the Fremoat Indian 
State ParV is now located It has taken years to correct fte Mure to provide an ahenate 
livestadi driveway thiaiq^diis area. WetMMddliapeduskindcf pnbkmciDbe 
avoided. 



Thank you for the opportunity lo {Mwide inpot 



Sincerely, 



J^B.Keeler 

Southon Regional Manager 

Utah Farm Bucau FedoHiaii 
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Deaf Mazy, 










The UEC ^piecktes the opportunity to comawnt on die DEIS QdtdiqMli Cie«k Road propouL 
Tbbis a proposal for a coal haul roaddutvouUbenefitdieSUFCOliiiiie. Atpan of our 

comments on the DEIS, the UEC incorporates by reference its previous comments dated lanuarv 

28, 1999 and August 10, 1999. The UEC also incorporates bv reference the comments submitted bv 

the USFWS, the EPA, the SHPO, and the UDWR for the DEIS. We have contacted these agencies 
and tujoeated cofiet ot tbek comments. The UEC abaws txmif of die same concerns sutcd by 
diece igatatt. The UEC «ke ineotporates by le&Miice die cMnmenti of Ms. Cuolee Hammel and 
Mi. Ihomas Bum. 




403-1 


Piupose and Need 

The primary purpose of the road is to pro\ndc an additional coal-hauling route for the SUFCO 
Mine. According to the DEIS, the ust- of ihc road bv ihc SUi^CO mine for coal hauling u-ould 

reduce hauling limes and increase revenues for the coal mine. The DEIS states that the secondary 
puipoee of the load k to provide ■Bakeniate access t» the uiiDe fin sale condua of traffic and 
(cacaeouisindwcventofaiuiaeeiiieiBeiKy. It is q>parent that dw mine company, BLM and 
FiKcct Scniee lume only comideied die piopaced pioject aa a meana to make the mine m«e 
couipeiitiie-^ffhy haven't other viatemediods been eonddeiedtamahe die mine meie 
competitive? 




Response 403-1 

The Purpose and Need has been updated. The road will contribute to the 






competitive productivity of the SUFCO Mine, as a source of economic 
stability for Sevier County, a potential source of additional income for 
Emery County, and a source of high quality coal for power plants (See 
Section 1.1). In addition, the project supports the National Energy Policy 
Act which promotes such improvements in the productive and efficient use 
of energy. Safety is a secondary benefit. 




It is not a public purpose to make SUFCO more profitable which is the primary reason for this 
project. Regarding the safety issue, it is UEC's understanding dlflt the SUFCO mine is rated one of 
the safest mining operations in the wodd. The DEIS failed to die even one senous incident dunng 
tbc 60+- year lifespan of the naac tiiat would ie<juilc the peed for this addtlioafll access road. The 
seeondaiy puqwae caniea Side ■* dM mme has been tunniiv £w years iridi no incidettta and 
apparently content vridi cmient acceaa. 






It is difficult to imagine a more ridiculous project than the Quitchupah Creek road project. 
Apparently, the only entities that want it are the SUFCO mine and Seiner County. In an unlikely 
alUancc, the majoiity of state and federal agency comments. Native American thbes, ranchers, 

diat vill only benefit tbe SUFCO mice, atid vfaich will not be in die k»g>4erm best interest of the 
pahBe. 






ISI7 Soudi Main Stnet #10 • Salt Lake City, UT 84115 
<Mt)46«^S . Fax (801) 4««-WS7 
iininv.uec-uiah.org 
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403-2 



Pennits Re^umd 

The UEC bdievis the Forest Seiricc hn put the an before the hoise or is demonstratiiig bused 
dedsion-Qukmg in putting out a DEIS in vhkh permits have not been secured for the project. 
Nuneljr, if this project is to proceed, a leciion 7 coorahatiOD with the USFWS will be requited, aa 
mil as a 404 Permit from the Army Coipaof E])g^iieett,wUdbaRBiMgiiMiniMd*l0addMKI^dM 
KOW of landovnets has not beeii aecund aod IB tiic bat of oat hmri«4|f^ tbcf laaMi ficnl^ 
opposed to this pcojcCT. Without tbcM ptnaiii tki piojM can't pxoetad, tnd if Ae eetlminc wd 
agencies pursue it, it will likelf end <qi in Ij^atjoB. 'nw owM cost e£beii»e Bclhod wovU be l» 
abandon this project in its eniite^. 



403-3a 



403b 



The DEIS notes that the load a cot neoesaaif to incxtase coal production; this increase wiJl t^ 
place tegardless of the presence of a toad as the contracts are aheady in place.' Consequcndy, 
employment and payroll at the 5UFC0 mine would not change as a direct result of any of the 
ahemativca. Regardless of the alternative selected (iacludiQg No Action), it is expected that SUFCO 
nnif l MiiMM w n i i mm m n (mm lh« eamaik a al rf 2K to afft omaul y 310 <mr iht nm aercij 
>«M»rTU»ilwwMnilliapi»ipnirfiirn«amlf bwtfBlftAlDcJcttM!^ 
aJii«do«aaotiiitiiidtBi ri a ep «f i «*cctba««th f »d«W » a« iy«ofa«ait«dby»d>aiiertMlioiiM 
iridi cnflaiat of die BBt 01 dhe locd coaodei. 

Uadct AkenttiwB onpage orof Ibc DEIS, the Kataneot is made, Economic benefita would 
aeaoe to dw SUFCO aaiw &om Ifac coat aanaaiga and to the ecooomy of Sevier County due to die 
iacKMed pefibbS^ of die nine^ lUt k s bmd iiuatM dwt Ji aot aubttnduied in die DEIS 
•ad ii n^pud by du hngn^ge in Ac DBS on ptgti 3-123 nd }-121 

The economy of Sevier County will not necessarily benefit due to A* eo•^«Otting efforts of SUFCO 
mine. Further the langut^ concerning ahexnativcs on pages 3-123 and 3-124 of the DEIS confirm 

dut tte sate iBMida « iAhA tht pafli^ ad dM aO contracts ate dMi^r b fItK te fWM 
piodncliaa. It it meae Bidtf dM die bcaeSMat of the money saved fsen dnnic bald imK* 'in 
be aoUy SDFO) pnft aiism «a Ml Hoiwl^ wm M « poddat ofiKt f» die 
rofSciiaCoaa^. 



In addition, the Economic secdon of the DEIS 6iiid CO aaaj^ the economics of heavy loeded 
micka on steep grades and the telationah^ to (inl ttlagc The foel aavings of over 1 miSoBgiagiu 
ippm to be ntaudd^ fadMd. Ike Midi to iocbde iiiil coonnpaoa beied oo &I 
» tieep pnda) Ac tecb aecdoa of foed 



Furthermore, it is our understanding that the mining company now prefers Alt. D (due to heavy 

oppoiidon of Alt B dc C), which is the moM eipeuive altenulive to impkinent. The toad alone 
wUeoatlUallioaaiidanaddUeMlMMUmiraiNbeMededfacdiepait^bw 
Ihe ms h« DM danoMBMd Am die beufiH MtMi^ dK eem. It mdd nhe SUFCO 
betma 10 and 12 jean 10 liap^ bnlt eaca. Tboe qppia of imiei mil be hadndid in At 
EeoMnieiMiilrriL 



' QuitchiipahCaa<kKIShtl3-l2)- 
'Ibid., Page 3-121 
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Response 403-2 

The Section 7 Consultation has concluded. The USFWS concurred with the 
determination of the B A (Appendix G). The Sevier County Special Service 
District will apply for any 404 permits when the final selection of route and 
design is completed and the road design can be submitted to the COE. The 
federal agencies will not issue a right-of-way until all the right-of-ways for 
state and private lands are secured. Alternative C route has been modified 
so that it no longer requires a right-of-way through one landowners 
property. 

Response 403-3a 

The SUFCO Mine was Utah's largest coal producer in 2004. SUFCO and 
dependant trucking companies provided 20 percent of the non-farm 
employment and 28 percent of the personal income in Sevier County in 
2002. The mine is an important component of local economies. The 
presence and stability of the SUFCO Mine, and the families that support it, 
guarantee a continued demand in both Sevier and Emery counties for bank 
loans, mortgages, utilities, and other goods and services. This adds to the 
economic stability of both counties. 

Profitability of the SUFCO Mine over time ensures that funds are available 
for fiuther exploration, and maintains the SUFCO Mine's level of 
production and competitive edge in the marketplace. The added profits, due 
to reduced transport costs, substantially lower risk of failure for the SUFCO 
Mine and provide a buffer to economic consequences for Sevier County and 
to a lesser extent Emery County. See Section 3.15 Socioeconomics. 



Response 403b 

The socioeconomic section. Section 3.15, has been modified. 
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403-5 



Public Invotvement Process 

The DEIS addicsses public invohement: "Public involvement is la impotcmt put of the 
•Bvifoomentd uuljrta ptoceti. The public involvement pUn describes the methods and techniques 
wed to mTohe tlie public b the envitonmoitil uuljsis. It allows the public to panic^ace actire^in 
die NEPA process and to cominu)uc*ieilMiteoM«~~~~'' — « j a.^ .i 



Castle Valley Ranches, Carolee Hammel, and Tltoam C Bunn are landowneis in Quitchupah 
Canyon; none were involved in the NEPA p»ctM.1lH(ebndowneis do not appeal on the mailing 
list for the Quitchupah Creek DEIS. This exclusion demonstiates a failure to involve the public (and 
directly impacted landowners) in the proposed action. There is no accuse for this cunous eidusion 
as these penons ate listed in the DEIS as landowners (page 2-5, 2-7, 2-15). What other landoweo 
M BMnwd aMotat of dM fthic hna b«cn left out o f the public process legatding Quitcbi^ 
Cwdtf Rlfciic iafwI llBM ii l ia the wJiMtloa of acope and impact is an ins^anble paxt of the 
NEPA pweett. For the Qdtdupih Ctedt KMd FiopoM^ tUs pnccM it mooovto 



on this project were not sent all of the 
developed byJBK conaultants. The 
*i OBC hM nwu wlatmd. 



Funhcimore, several federal agenaes required to 
relevant documents for this project, spedficaUy 
publk (copnf praocM Ck Ail pnitct it aoe of the mo« 

Altematrves 



The DEIS demonstrates a strong bias and predetermined decision to not consider the possibility of 
No Action. All statements concerrung the No .Action alternarivc on pages 2-3 and 2-4 are in favor of 
the SUFCO mine and ^ to objectively contidei the benefit of no load in the etoyon. The No 
Aceioci ulamaiige does not evaluate the benefits of an noditturfaed erooomml, culturtl aitet, and 
hMa/tbfwikBti. 



Alternative D is not developed at tl. It 4p«B At Pomt Ssfin toi BIM pkeed bom 

development on Alternative B and ftiled » nibttantivety analyze Alieniative D, which now ttptm 

to be favored by SUFCO. If this pitqect it to proceed, the FEIS needs to fully analyze AlteoadK 

D, although the UEC tccoinmeadt dioppiiy it at i viable alttiiiative. In addition, these wit 

*b«)liiHl^ BO iiiilrik of dw pnpotedATV taoic Otttroddivpudhito ihenidn iU^ 
B. 

Ahmite C it fa Itevd Aini C ia llw RiMt Rin. vUdi tt( hndt dsied ytmooad to an 

motoriaed vehicle travel. The DEIS fiiither states that road expansion to accommodate inmi^ 
activity is allowed. If this altenutm is pursued the FEIS must document bow Alt C eonibmt to 

the Fomt Plan. It die cxctplion tped&ally geand 10 1 majot iW coottniedon tixh it the CM 
piopoMd? 

None of tk* tkemMmt an^ dSnet oc iadbect aapKIt of Uiidi« on ^ ictottotf. Ikii 
matt be eea^lMed ftc iB dtiatdNt in Ae FE]$. 



><hulchvakCatkDBIS,»i«t 1<7. 
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Response 403-4 

See Section 1.6, Is.sues, and Chapter 4.0, Consultation and Coordination. 
Public involvement began during the EA process and has continued through 
the EIS with scoping meetings, agency field visits, public notices, and tours. 
The DEIS was puWished with an extended comment period. The 
I'EIS/ROD will also have a comment period. 

Carolee Hammel and Thomas C. Bunn were mailed a DEIS late in the 
comment period to correct an oversight. Castle Valley Ranches received a 
DEIS through John F. Bates, their representative. 



Response 403-5 

Refer to Chapter 2 for explanation of impacts due to Alternative A including 
the statements that the existing environment in Quitchupah Creek would not 
be affected. Alternative D is analyzed in all the impact analysis for each 
resource in the Chapter 3 of the FEIS. There is no proposed ATV travel 
route for any of the alternatives or as mitigation. Alternative C does not 
traverse any Travel Plan C area closed to motorized use as these are 
restricted to Old Woman Plateau RNA and the trail up Water Hollow, see 
Section 1.3. The impacts of blasting are discussed in Section 3.5 Wildlife 
Resources. In regard to blasting, see also Response 398-3. 
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OliVtmmfltaiai 

The FishMte Naoonil Forest does not dW motolBecl vehicle ti«»el is «n area that comcides with 
the Old Woman Research Nanual Area (RNA), bc*t«d about Vi mile we»t of the W.itci H oUou- 
alicmaic aligiunent The UEC has also been tcdd dut dw Watet Hollow louR i> vithin about % mile 
of tU Old WoBU (iMMn nd» ihw Vi tnilt. tUl dtKH^tner ohA 
Tlw DBIS doet not ooaiUte die nqpiin imputi of noiM and taffic m dut lOaA, iior d 
aoaljrze ANY iadiEect impeetl. Thia asea must receive evaluation for impacts due to noise and 
traffic, and improvod accait. ATV mta often create illegal trails, and signage and enforcement mun 

be pan of aiiT ]u»ponl diet entlci ( load neai dut tiea. The Old Woiiian Pkteeii miiM leceivc 
fiudxt uilpia k dw FBIS. 

Quitchupah Creek flows peiennia% fix»i Aa Nodi tad of the ffiMMdi Fbtna lUs otfk nee^ 
^gDi0caat amounts of flow &om mincdisdu^plBlokiNoidiFb^lttnnasizqgttioiltetumflov 
neat the eastern project boundary. The discharge of water from di* SOTCO oioe it u in^Mt dut 
was not assessed in the DEIS. The UEC requests that the FEIS disdOM A* impwH on tMMi 
quality bom the SUFCO mine dtschatge point on the North Folk of QiaM]w|Mh Ctodt. 

Quitehupah Cieek is on die state 303d Hal It die bonadaiy of die pn)eet an*. Vbit fagpicM freaa 

the project area contribute to ihif tiidng? The DEIS lists graaing, insaeam catde vaMiin^ dw 
proximity of die "unstable" Qatcbupah Creek Road as potendal sources of sedjmcttt It fidb 
however, to oundoonibiideiice and ibe mine water ditciiaige as pan of die cotalBbudoil to die 



The language in the DEIS (page 3-23) indicates that additional pOBtWHCM of tltMdptBIBMtt 
ate not "i^'pically" allowable under the UFDES program a diuiium wd hj die Sam DnUod Of 
Water Quality. Is the constiucdon of a road an "additioiial point source"? Is an inCMMoii ' fr ' h tlUt 
from SUFCO mme an "additional point source"? The UEC is strongly opposed to "VTyy ifa l* 
actions concerning water quality on Quitchupah Creek, including the increase of min* mMt 
diaehaiSedne tokKneaedeedpnidiaetioB. Fotdiet, the DEIS must consider the impact of 
discbarge from die mine at part of the cumulative impacts on the project area. 



The DEIS attempts to make the argument that a toad m Quilchnpeh Canyons 

quality.' This argument consists of the idea that pladng cuhreits in the stream course irill eliminate 
stream crossings and these cuh/erts will "reduce" sedimentation. This argument fails hourver to 
evahiale the current light use of the conidu iridi Mxeam ooaiiiigs versus trucks loaded with 42 tons 
of 00*1 34 ham • dir fi" <^rs > week— tnlBc d» md wdl natn upon completion. The erosion 
impKtt of tncb OB Ae Quitchupah road «« not cemHtud in the DEIS, diey ate dismiased aa 

(^ected didof A* aoaul cauae of aicP'. Tlia UBC nqiMMs dut lbs BIS mdnde eaideace 
■nd nfl^^ of dm f lyiiwtwT 



* Quitchupah deck DEIS, Pig« 3-30. 
>Ihid.7wM1- 
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Response 403-6 

The 0.25 mile is a correction that has been entered in Section 3.11, however 
because of the physical separation of 1600 feet at the cliffs, there would be 
no indirect impacts to the RNA since there is no access between Alternative 
D, the Water Hollow Route, and the RNA. There is no trail up Water 
Hollow creek for ATV access and there would be no parking for 
recreationists to unload and travel up the creek. 



Response 403-7 

Please see responses to comments 102-1 (Forest Guardians) and 397-6 
(EPA). In addition, note that, where possible, refinement in the conceptual 
designs has been completed subsequent to the Final EIS that minimizes 

straightening and realignment. However, some alterations are necessary 
given the topographic confines. Where crossings occur, existing gradient 
would be maintained, or alternatively, if that is not possible, velocity 
controls will be implemented so that acceleration due to steepening does not 
occur. Further, the applicant has committed to the BMPs given in the EIS as 
part of design, therefore these are requirements of the project and are not 
volvmtary by any means. 
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TTie DSJS Hi W Caadtelht inpict *f lOad consmjcrion on the Q ulchimth CnA fa ftt nana^ 
to <n%|it» a itte. «w 1100 fc«.' Hi* inae»e of gradim, due to stie«a Vwjghiwto* 
a^e« troaon m the cieek 5y,ton. Saai^ dmaidf wiU «m«ribw 
addibonal erosion due to f«tei flow. Due to die 303d Ibtb^ the Ul»h Department of W«et 

QuaJity cannot aJlow additional impacts (point sources) to occur on the stream Hovd dw 
proposed mitigation plan of implementing BMP's to control erosion be effectiv* i«aiBMn at 
stncdy vohmaty in Utah. What asnoance does the pubUc have that these mitigation measures vdl 
ZSt 2? fsSU *^ «W <ny ll W l tt lfag dietn assured? Please inchvJe this bfoimation in the 
ra&TtaUBC ofBMP-a' in the proposed io«l deelgi, be iiKj^ 
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StilHeuiimi 

/Jteman«Band D both propose to cross soils that are rated for moderate to severe etodibiKty. 
TJe mrnqiiiiMiiu of BMFi tot ^duge and erosion control must be detailed further in the FEIi 
Hi* poKndd fei • new raad ts he instable appears to be quite high, and mitigation must be 
proposed to conserve and jrn ii itl vofli. 

Vtgetalicii and Wtilauts 

The discussion of effect: to wildlife by changes in opanan habitat should be substantiaBj expanded 
Mtm nildifa mcia m Qdukifdi Cujoa lOj on nfma yegeution, and the potential for loss 
IBtaieiliMrtlW fWinfiwt i Bn A»piepoieddi|^meatt»a severe^ impact the lyariaoMne and 
Tvill t,. A. Hln.y ..A^ r :j— ^ ^^^^ f MITBa Hum IT, a, 

intact wedind and lipaoao areas in the canyon due 10 ihe ineaon of die Mdi B>d die lOad 
Pf°P°.«*' '"^ P»" through and alter all of these remaining (intaa) areas permanendy. The upper 
■entM wetlands and riparian areas consist of hcibaccous grasses, sedge, watercress, and willows 
Tbk faUit is ctilieal fot the Southwest wiBow flycatcher as well as most wildlife in the canvon Tlie 
«»dp2^nowd«««50.iMrt|rfl««M«f«d»d«d3i2e<«ofrip«i„ habiutin the 
tTO« Q«ttehupih Creek ^Mge be i«BW«rf by wed coiii^^ 
common to all alternatives proposed in the DEIS. 

The short paragraph on mitigation and monitoiing of wetland/riparian areas on page 344 v BOMir 
insuffideiit The presence of an endangered spedes should be at the forefront of all caaecu^iAe 
upper drainage. The proposed micigwon references a need to contact the "Corps" (presuntblr the 
Amy Corps of Engineers) during the peautdngpnGeM.TkeCo^ofEngiDeers should already be 
lUTOhred m the planning process of stietm aheationt. Rnt iot the mitigalion of tipaiian imoacM 
must invohre the USFWS, as well as the Corps of Engineers and State of Utah water quaUT^Sfaidl. 

Further, th e DEIS makes a conchision that "No residual advcr»; impacts were identified for 
»yilllW>_Ot» llllllltljllllMI« ■Mliii die Proposed Action area."* How was this picpostcioiis 
dMonlDMoa mac? The ttoenllidc of specific infbmiation concerning wetland destruction and 
oA^MIM m dw EIS mike k dUkok Itt dM nidei to deiamiae die biiit fax dia ded^ 

' VM. Page J.J2 
' Ibid. Pi|e iAt 
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Response 403-8 

The final EIS has been revised to include a more extensive description of 
the BMPs associated with the proposed road design, construction, and 
maintenance. See Appendix B. 

A design feature, borrowed from UDOT, of an extra three feet of granular 
borrow allows roadbases to be stable on unstable soils, such as erodible 
soils. See Section 2.2 Alternative B, in the I'EIS. 

Response 403-9 

The FEIS includes specific Applicant committed measures as part of the 
road design for impacts to wetlands and for replacement of the riparian 
zone. The applicant committed measures in Chapter 2 incorporate 
mitigation into the road design. One measure is to fence 4.7 miles of 
riparian corridor to exclude livestock. This will have a beneficial effect on 
the riparian habitat. These measures in conjunction with the monitoring 
plans would preclude any residual adverse impacts to vegetation and 
wetland resources. 

The FEIS has been designed to fulfill the NEPA process for the COE permit 
system. All wetlands and riparian habitats will be compensated by 
construction of new wetlands and riparian zones. 
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tOMWiclian af th« road hw imm i rig i bh ifltoi oa a» i^gim irti. All date of the tod 
dMOMiKi m dM uppa leichet of QuitctapihCinjoBtie djgoed dinaif duoi^ dn wMiudl. 
IImw iljgaaieatt ill nauh ia admm mpuM, iiUch audi dMdkd tn*^ 
«idof««Hidei 
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The (bUowing section will review the impacts to wildlifo, w mU if JmMi aot i 
in the DEIS. The cffoit to obtain qumtifiabk dau <bt '■OcEfe tpeda goicnJ^ Vii-U yjggt ' 
throughout the DEIS. While the DEIS provides a few svmjt or note* oa a haodfiil of spedes, the 
ptoposed action is insufficient to protect wildlife tesouices. This lack of effort to appropriately 
monitoi and propose meaningful and viable mitiganon for species (including MIS/TES) sets vp (aid 
tpaOMfet failure. The UEC reminds the Forest Service that they ate obligated to "obtain aadkaep 
ttnt laventory data appropriate for planning and nuiugmg the resources under [itsj 
ninistiaiiTe juiisdiction."' The dtatioD of "potential" habitat does not take the jket of lunefi 
•fid monitoring on the Forest No viability tleterminations can be substantiated without spodfie 
quantifiable data pertaining to the spedes in die project area. The UEC tetjuests that the Forest 
Service perform the proper surveys for wildlife populations in the project area, and that mitigalioa 
plans for die loss of lipniaa areas aad wildlife ipcdes be iaduded as put of the final EIS. In 
addition, the agudn hiniUadin^liM^toMan IteilM M^gceuiyB^ 
i4oitlel Tlib am wii aoT evea diecuned ia the DEIS. Findiet , die issiie of habitat frapnena^ 
whidi will be lobstaadal and significant under all action ahemalives is not suffidenily tnalTied. 

A common shortcoming of the DEIS is the evaluation of the cumulative effects of the toad 
constnic-jon proposal in Quitchupah Canyon. In the sections for the present species, there nuy bee 
menooQ of one or poniblf two impaca ia the documeaL This is aot sufficient to evahnte aad 
aaa^ die qpecicc iidbi% oodn lOen &oa Ifaeig^pacli of nad eoaanaalioB. SoBic of dw UBCa 
eOBeaiBiawi n«ndm a d iBaBWMII&lUaiiii«ceae«e»iiMafilikbiii»«ail^l^f M Wti ^ 
addressed ia die CuawhliTC Efiectt ponioB of d)l> btttr. 

Rt/t Cant 

The upper elevaoons of Quitchupah Canyon are critical babiut for deer and elk. Extensive areas in 
tfa* QidKbipah dniaage aie deiedbed a* lAna ni^ Cm deer hcidi. The Vatat Hallow 
(ahtnalin Beacfaet an titted a* high nb* wiaaernDge in detc and dk'* TItt 
game hertls will be substantial, as the toad wiU create a haidec wi fapaaitatioo in an area that is 
largely undisturbed. These impacts will be g^ieater oa the Saletatui Bancfaat (dtoaattve D), "impacta 
to [ell^ may be greater for this altematiTe than B or C"". AD proposed roads cross wildlife corridors 
directly, and divide rangelands and habitat. The proposed road (aU alternatives) will decrease the 
health and size of herds as the road serves as a baniet and deaths occur due to collision. Mitigation 
fee diese impacts is not desciibed io (letail in die DBI& The UEC Mfoiita dnt t initialioa phn be 
enated for altematrre B aad D. This should indude oadeipisiei lo cniM eooidoB fbc dM luge 
Bioniali. Tte IJEC nqoeiti that suin^ be nied to mafca a vUfliqr detea^aadoB eoBcamh^ dtt 
haida in die pnjea aiaii 00 iumTt or aoaiiodiig an iadiididiB Ae OSIS fet ilktnd dace. 



< 36 C F R 21«.<(j4(Q 
>" Ibid, figm yt 
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Response 403-10 

Additional data and discussion on wildlife populations, habitat 
fragmentation, and surveys in the Project Area has been included in the 
FEIS (See Section 3.5). 

The UDWR is the agency responsible for surveying wildlife; the FS and the 
BLM are responsible for the habitat on the lands they each administer. 
Another search of the UDWR records was conducted to discover any old 
records that would provide additional survey information on big game and 
upland game. Section 3.5 Wildlife Resources includes the additional data 
and specifically analyzes the impact of Alternative D Water Hollow Road to 
wintering big game on Water Hollow and Saleratus benches. The 
underpasses for wildlife are included in Alternative C Alternate Junction 
and Alternate Design. Big game underpasses are included in Alternative D 
Water Hollow Route. There are no records of sage grouse in or near the 
project area. An amphibian survey was conducted for the project area, see 
Wildlife Technical Report, January 2001 . Reptiles were recorded incidental 
to other field work in the project area, see Wildlife Technical Report, 
January 2001. 

A baseline fisheries study was completed, see Section 3.6 Fisheries and 
Aquatic Resources. Also see Aquatic Resources Technical Report, June 

200 1 for all the field data. The Water Resources section (Section 3.2) of the 
FEIS discusses the sediment-laden nature of Quitchupah Creek as it exists 
now, and the potential for additional sediment loading to occur as a result of 
the proposed road. Fish inhabiting Quitchupah Creek already experience 
turbid conditions during runoff events, and this condition would continue. 
Stream crossings would be designed for fish passage, as discussed in the 
EIS. The potential for pollutants entering the stream due to truck accidents 
is minimal, but could occur under rare conditions, as discussed in the EIS. 

Surveys for MIS species were completed in May 2002 and this information 
was used in the impact analysis in the FEIS. 

Response 403-11 

The Water Hollow route (Alternative D) does bisect the migration route for 
big game, therefore impacts to big game movement would be mitigated 
through big game underpasses as discussed in Section 3.5. Recent herd data 
in the area has also been included in the FEIS. Mitigation measures for big 
game such as fencing have been included in the design of alternative D in 
the FEIS. 



Letter 
#403 



M/W/OI nu ICXl fAI (VI •«• M«1t 



riM uuut nth. ruKiwi' 



403-12 



403-13 



403-14 



403-15 



Tbt Uah DWrien atWU U k Bwiwiri i on^leied romp for opton in 2000. The 

iuCTiyiid«nl iB rfB»miw»»BeM»fc» JpiopoMdiwdillgiimf m i Tht GoMea ogle occag 
duDuifiautthapniKt no, «id>tMlre Golden «^ nests leponcd fet Aliemaove B md an 
addidoul four man Beta tat Ahaaum D". The DEIS misinterprets the USFWS giaddinet for 

raptor spatial buffer zones. These zones should have absolutely no direct disturbance within .5 milea 
of the nests. Nine nests mentioned m the DEIS are "within" .5 mile of the proposed road. Further 
roads and road kill are not beacfidal to Oftoa. The DEIS mentions that raptors may be hit in 
eelliliea»<ilhrnilhwi%lmrln Thwi nnM«nnina»dade Bald eaglet in the inntermondH.* 
spedet net cnhatcd ID die DEIS. CcSdoatvS impact the large raptors significantly, and no 
mitigation for the eagles is proposed in the DEIS The UEC requests that the Forest Service 
evaluate the impacts to nintet populanons of Bald eagle, and that mitigation be created to protect 
these species. Mitigation for the species should include the removal of large mammal soadkall bom 
the proposed roac lo an area that is safe for large raptors. The UEC rc<]ue6ts that rOodBnpoGtS tO 
raptors be reevaluated using the proposed guidelines for raptors &om the USFW5. 

No sUKVeys vtn completed for Ruffed grouse. Sage grouse, or Chukar. Arc Sage grouse present on 
Water Hollow Bench, and have surveys been performed on Water Hollow Bench? No viability 
detenninadons are made in the DEIS concerning the upland game bird populations. The UEC 
requests that surveys for these spedes are completed as part of the final EIS, and that viabiltif 
dttoninMioiH be aid* let Saw BO«n. 



A/ir^Miiau/Riftiltt 

Surreys were peifoimed in some areas of Quitchupah Creek for amphibians, and DWR identified 
seven «p|iKiKiati species that noay occur in the project area. These species will be heavily impacted 
bf md hdding and sueam hed altering construction. The road will cause direct impacts to 
aiBphMin pop«i>tion( at Ae ned «a bt VMd bf el ^eoM. lb* UEC Mfieta Aal wrcp b* 

patfemadh ihgllppei A »« liM Mnf<)ldwliqpA flanymi, anil llMt»;«t«liiy A.».i.. ^ ^j^nnl^ »^ 

for these impacted spedes. 

All observations in the DEIS coaccming reptiles were based solely on habitat, there were no u tie yi 
performed for reptiles in the project area. Due to the "potcatiar for * vaiiely of tpedet, dK UBC 
« —nvn be c cM p l m d a ««d« to d i ii i md i iii ^m^edtt eaw kQuMnyh Ctiijwt 



Filling in wetlands, strcambed alteration, and addjuonal impacts to water quality'^ will severely 
impact a creek and "aquatic environment that is under stress"^*. Two fish species hsted on the DWR 
Utah Sensitive Species list were caught during die surveys on Quitchi^uh Cieek. These species are 
tlie Bnacbwitb indB and the leedieiade lUk No oi^ptiM w 

e fiih popuhtKMii, enaiiiA Ae totvefi diMwe oooj^eted. Tbe UEC 
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Response 403-12 

Nine golden eagle nests are within 0.5 miles of Alternatives B and C and 
four active raptor nests (2 golden eagle) within 0.5 miles of Alternative D. 
Buffer zones of 0.5 mile from nests are for nesting eagles. Road 
construction activities would not take place within 0.5 mile of any active 
golden eagle nest per seasonal restrictions or until the young have fledged. 
Bald eagle collisions with vehicles, due to the eagle attraction to road kill in 
the winter months, have been addressed in the FEIS. Mitigation for raptors 
includes removal of road kill from the roadway. See Section 35. 

Response 403-13 

No surveys were conducted for ruffed grouse, sage grouse, or chukar. The 
Water Hollow bench contains sagebrush, however, a majority of the habitat 
is sparsely vegetated with low sage and no sage grouse or sign were 
observed during general wildlife surveys. Sage grouse surveys were 
completed in April-May 2002 on Water Hollow Bench with negative 
results. The upper portion of the Project Area does contain suitable habitat 
for ruffed grouse, however, the habitat is constricted to the narrow riparian 
corridor. A greater amount of suitable habitat exists along the current haul 
route to the west. Chukar habitat is extremely limited in the area and 
chukars were not observed or heard during numerous wildlife surveys in the 
area. 

Response 403-14 

Of the seven amphibian species listed by the UDWR that have the potential 
to occur within the Project Area, only the Great Basin spadefoot toad was 
observed during surveys. As noted in the Section 3.4 of the EIS, the 
wetland area where this species was observed would not be impacted by the 
Project. Impact to amphibians, including habitat fragmentation has been 
addressed in the FEIS. 

Specific surveys for reptiles were not conducted, however, no sensitive 
reptile species were observed during general wildlife surveys. 

Response 403-15 

Quitchupah Creek is currently an active stream that conveys significant 
amounts of sediment and dissolved solids, as discussed in Section 3.2. The 
two sensitive species listed by the UDWR are found in the lowest portion of 
the Alternative B proposed alignment. There are currently at least three 
water diversions of Quitchupah Creek for adjacent or nearby agricultural 
fields near the lower portion of the Alternative B alignment. As a result of 
decreased water flows of the creek, as well as cattle grazing within the 
streambed at the lower portions, a much greater potential of sediment loads 
and habitat destruction exists for Alternative B than any of the proposed 
road alternatives. 
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403-16a 



403- 16b 



lujuesa > compleu mlutooa of thu< Ssh speoes aad u anilytis of the addiooiul impaca oo 
vHv fMlilf H tbiy ifp^ to lha MoatiM pevolMioM. 



AOS and 



Last Cbanct Toanutii£a 



The evaJuadoD of last Chance Townsendu in the DEIS is the model of faihae on behalf of 
nup o w M e ma c k i, Hw crahiaiion of the att i»^«ci« for oamilaiiTe effecta of d»e piapoiJ on die 
plut it imi^lete; 1U ipceiei B picutt ia At pi^eet area, diteetl; adjacent to dit toad aecoiding 

to the Vegetation Map figure 3-5. It is itilminfd, aa it is not in the "project corridor". Not in the 
"project corridor" means that it will not be pared over. However, the piescnce of the threatened 
spedea in the project area merits further scrutiny, rather than a quick dismissal. The proposed load 
shaiply increases the hkelihood of noxious weed infestations, which will occur primarily along the 
course of the toad. ATV use may Icare the path of the road and venture along the sides on iUepI 
user eniMd nedi. Ike CBtoriMm aflMtt of aad aaomcte ad in turn use win have a ii^MiTC 
effm OB pltBt popidMioM itonK Ae !«•& Ilw tnC iCftem dHt Ae negathre impacts on 
Chance Townscndia be assessed as part of the FBIS. FuitheoKac^ die BUi 6t USPS jmBnatrd die 
habitat potential for six additional TES plants that were categoaBl^dfanilMdiadMDBIS.AIIttf 
the plants need to be substantively analyzed in the FEIS. 

SiKltMHslWillaiFlfcatcbtr 

Suiveyi weie oomplcted for Southwest «Bow flycatckti in the oppct (eadm of QvbA^ah 

Canyon. The presence of a male flycatcher in suitable habitat demonstrates the value of the upper 
wetlands and the need ro protect these wetlands from any impact. Were addidonal surveys 
conducted in 2001 fox the federally endangered species? Based upon known populauons of the 
spedOiAiilMlliiaidndl^doecto knownbcitiom, and all steps must be taken to pioteatUi 
populitioii. Tlie DEIS aiTCt at the conekision diat "it will be assumed that the lone mak 
southwestern willow Dycatchet obser%-ed duiing the 1999 surveys ji the ftdealy enAl^end 
subspecies"". What is the status of the consultation with the USFVS? Further, tlie mad proposal 
still plans on filling in the areas and building a toad over the critical habitat The UEC nquent diet 
the FEIS review and include exten^vc measures to avoid all ripanan areas in the uppee dcainsgc. 
Road alignments must be changed in order to pieseive the species. The UEC alto nquetl* dtat the 

run III 'mill iiiihiiliialii t i M iBWiimiiiil iiMiiiii niili ilii IITTin iiii lliii 'nuilimiiim 

r Syotdher as paR of tlw FEIS. 



403-16C 



Mitigadon proposed for the flycatcher includes the proposal to halt wodrduaingneatil^ and 
breeding Qiaa foi die ^ecies. Tlic DEIS ttatea that 2.7S aott of liabiat «in be MSUnd at p«( 
section 7 of dK BSA. The EEIS abedd devciap Oil pcopetil fet pmtecdn of hafaiw n mote 
detail 

As previously mentioned the Bald Ea^ is not adaquaie^ additsscdin dbe DBB. The DEIS states 
on page 3-69 that the "bald eagles aie not em a i l ed to occas in IfaeseflawBaptaataansientbiads, 
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Response 403-16a 

Noxious weeds would be controlled in the reclaimed areas as mitigation for 
distiu"bance to vegetation, see Section 3.4 Vegetation and Wetlands. ATVs 
currently use the existing road but would not be legal on a public highway, 
so disturbance by ATVs should decrease under the proposed road. See 
Section 3.10 Visual Resources, Recreation, and Wilderness for full 
discussion of ATV use. 

According to the Heritage database, Townsendia aprica has been 
documented previously in the area, however it was not recorded on site 
during 1999 and 2003 surveys. It was addressed in the Biological 
Assessment under a May Affect - Not Likely to Affect (MANLAA) 
determination. Road construction and use would affect vegetation in the 
right-of-way, but the population status of Townsendia aprica is not expected 
to be affected as a result of this project. The MANLAA determination 
applies to Alternative C only. The other alignments would not disturb 
known habitats for Townsendia aprica. The BA addresses remaining TES 
species. See Appendix G for USI'WS concurrence with the BA. 

Response 403-16b 

The flycatcher subspecies is not the listed Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 
subspecies (See Section 3.7). Consultation with the USI'WS has been 
conducted and concurrence received on the determinations of the BA 
(Appendix G). See also Response 41 l-30a (DOI). 

The impact to riparian zones will be minimized and losses will be mitigated 
by creating other riparian zones and the fencing of 4.7 miles of riparian 
corridor to exclude livestock. See Applicant Committed Measures in 
Chapter 2. 

Response 403-16c 

The BA approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service designates a May 
Affect Not Likely to Affect situation for bald eagles (Appendix G). 
Environmental Protection Measures include removal of animal carcasses 
from the roadway and disposal according to regulations of the State Board 
of Health. In addition, the roadway would be fenced, restricting wildlife 
access to the road. This would minimize the draw of Bald Eagles to the 
roadway. See Response 41 l-29c (DOI). 
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most commonly occunmg in the xniua moatbi'. Tb» iiKiiiuiimi nfllM T\i^ fa ''•ritfcitiir 
months is of specific concern of the TJEC. Hw pntence of leidUl decf nd dk iril dnr mote 

BaU to the project uei, ind this issue was not analyjed in the DEIS. There must be an 
analysis and mitigalion for the Bald Eagle, which is particularly susceptible to vehicle collision dueitt 
tize. Mitigaiion must include the prompt rcmoTsJ of aS loadldll bom the lorvel comdoc in oidet » 
avoid iBeU Eagk/Tthkle rnlMnni 

MixicmSpiM<M 

There were no surveys peifoimed for Mexican spotted ovL "Dedicated sarm for the Mexican 
spotted owi were deemed unnecessary, thus were not conducted"". Quitchupih Canyon fits the 
desciiptioD for MSO habitat under the DWR habitat desctiptioa Hie DWR notes, "Canyons wbm 

essentially the same as bleeding hihilal, tfifr^igh ovris may seek warmeXi more opco canyons in t])e 
vintei."" The same documeni notes, "^teniial ducats to the owl iniiude husoan disnobance 
assodand vilfa acnvitiei in hiUan, OTOiMsag and tin 



Qotedivrii Ciqao fib «Ula dM^ 

lotdiitipi 



Forest Service cannot substantiate the dismissal of the owl fi:om further consideration. HaUM 
citations arc not ade<jiiaie to dismm the owls presence in this canyon, as many positive habktt 
rha ra cteii s ti rs are present. Surveys foe Mencan ^tled owl must be eoanpleted as pan of » fmptt 
ovsbMioiiia iht FBIS, 

The proposed construction uiJJ dixninate the upper wetlands and zipaxian areas on Quitcht^iah 
Cicck. These areas are aucial foiagmg areas for Townsend's big-eared bat and Spotted bat 
Coiutiuction actzvibes will directly impact bat species. There is no viability determination for the 
HUUn bM ^eeies in the project 3xeA. Survcjri md monitocing have not bMn pcr£onne<l for these 
Mandn90det.No ixutigatk>n is proposed Cm Ifae bat species in the DEIS. The 
^•FaiettSeCTiee c ol krt the pepper infiftnni i tii «iQoiiJMtmmeha»MM^ 

HBItttWIpCCMf tbtt Ue S die pio|iGt USL 

7lMnnnKM«^bFm«faihtpDiMia%aagg(dia(tBaeDjBIS.TUioiriiipMMBtm 

tbe Qtitdn^ib Ciedc dninage and OB dM OU Wonan Fbinu. Sidlride iui& 

exists within the project aie». No ninreyt were performed fiw this seniitiTe spedes. and there is no 
analysis of impaas on the owl in the DEIS. Bhsiiiig, load construction, and the continuous noise 
and presence of coal hauling aqaipiMeBt wiB iaifet imjting «l«M gf-g K.ki».. 



Qaiiefaifah deck OSB, 



n 

1«M. 



k Pt(i a. Vob Swi Uobcoiy BiHaiM SMk^ mm, nd ISFWS, 
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Response 403-16d 

The application of model by a JBR MSO-certified biologist located suitable 
habitat which was surveyed in May and June 2002 (JBR 2002) with no 
indication of owls. Siu-veys for the Mexican Spotted Owl were initiated in 
the spring of 2002 according to USFWS protocol. No Mexican Spotted 
Owls were observed or heard during surveys. 



Response 403-16e 

The wetlands and riparian zone losses will be mitigated as part of the road 
design. See Chapter 2 for appUcant-committed measures. The FS expects 
to continue to update its sensitive species database. 



Response 403-16f 

Dedicated surveys for flammulated owls were not requested by the USPS 
due to the small area of suitable habitat near the Project Area. Any owls 
present in the suitable habitat at the upper reaches of the Convulsion 
Canyon drainage would likely be displaced onto adjacent habitat in the area, 
including the Old Woman plateau which is screened from the proposed road 
alignment by topography. It is possible that the adjacent habitat would not 
support additional displaced flammulated owls. The only impact identified 
is loss and disturbance to foraging areas in wetlands and riparian zones 
which will be mitigated. See Section 3.7. 
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Flammulited owls. There wis no analysis concerning the cumulaDre impacts of all of these 
activities, in addition to more human disturbance due to recreation. The UEC requests a complete 
analysis of the all impacts on the Flammulated owl population in Quitchupah Canyon. This should 
include a viability determination and plans for mitigatioa of the negative effects. 

Pirrffitu Fakon 

Surveys performed in Quitchupah Canyon did not 6nd Pcrcgiine falcon eynes. Were these surveys 
performed for the areas on the Water Hollow Benches? The spedea may be present in areas not 
covered is part of Altemative D. 

Culruraj Re»ource» 

The UEC does not support entry into or through cultural sites in the Quitchupah Canyon Road 
Proposal Numerous surveys for cultural sites have been performed in Quitchupah Canyon. At least 
21 sites have been identified in the canyon as cultural resources, and 13 of these sites are eligible for 
inchision on the National Register of Historic Places (NHRP) under ciitetion D of 36 C.F.R. 60.6. 

Alternative B proposes to "effect" sin sites that are eligible for NHRP listing. This proposal also 
improves access and visibihty in an area that is considered sacred by Native Americans. The sacred 
nature of the canyon wiD be disrupted every one and half minutes by coal trucks. The DEIS states, 
"The tribes involved in the Native American consultation have expressed that they would like all of 
the identified cultural resource sites within the project left alone and intact". The statement that 
follows this notes that it wifl not be achieved, "Under 36 CFR 800 regulations, data recovery is not 
available to achieve a no adverse effect". The UEC requests datification of this statement, as 36 
CFR 80O does not apply in any way to cultural sites. What is the legal interpreution that the DEIS is 
using for this regulation and how does it apply to data recovery and no adverse effect? 

Alternative D coniproinises 10 of l9 cultunl sites. The majonty of these sites 2ie congregated 
around the Water Hollow/Quitchupah junction. Will these sites at the junction be impacted by the 
road? Again, no mitigation measures have been considered to preserve any of the cultural resources. 
This deficiency must be addressed in the FEIS 

ITie Forest Service and BLM should also analyze the legal implications of cultural resource 
destruction under the Native American Religious Act Please include the SHPOs comments for this 
project in the FEIS. 

Cumulative Effects of Impacts 

It is simply mind boggling that in Chapter 3 (Environmental Consequences), the entire cumulative 
effects analysis is reduced to one sentence stating "Based on past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
fumrc actions, no cumulative impacts are anticipated to occur" (DEIS 3-14). This legally 
indefensible statement is nothing short of complete idiocy. Indeed, the DEIS failed to even include 
a cumulative effects analysis area and confined its one sentence 'analysis' to the project area. 

The DEIS ftuls entirely to assess the cumulative impacts of the proposed acnons on the affected 
environment in Quitchupah Canyon and the Water Hollow Benches. The impacts of proposed road 
alignmenu considered are inexact and incomplete for all species affected by the road construction 
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Public Comments & Responses 



Response 403-16g 

There is suitable nesting habitat for peregrine falcons on the Water Hollow 
Benches (Alternative D), however, no peregrine falcons or eyries were 
observed during numerous general wildlife surveys, and UDWR aerial 
surveys in the Water Hollow Benches area. See Section 3.5 Wildlife 
Resources. 

Response 403-17a 

Section 106 Regulations 36 CFR 800.5 and 800.6 detail the process by 
which agencies determine whether undertakings will adversely affect 
historic properties and how the agencies consult to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate the adverse effects in order to meet Section 106 requirements. The 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Section 106 Regulations 
Archeology Guidance document states: AMethods for recovering 
information from archeological sites, particularly large-scale excavation, are 
by their nature destructive. The site is destroyed as it is excavated. 
Therefore management of archaeological sites should be conducted in a 
spirit of stewardship for future generations, with full recognition of their 
non-renewable nature and their potential multiple uses and public 
values. ..Given the non-renewable nature of archeological sites, it follows 
that if an archeological site can be practically preserved in place for future 
study or other use, it usually should be. ..(3 ( www. achp.gov/archguide. html). 
The interpretation that the DEIS was trying to express was that data 
recovery in the form of excavation or artifact collection is considered an 
adverse effect. Therefore, data recovery may not be considered a viable 
mitigation possibility for impacts to eligible cultural resource sites. 

Response 403-17b 

Alternative D would not impact cultural resources located near the Water 
Hollow/Quitchupah junction. The road corridor inventoried was purposely 
wide (500 to 1000 feet wide) so that the route could be aligned in this area 
to avoid cultural resource sites. 

Response 403-17c 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act states A.. .henceforth it shall be 
the policy of the United States to protect and preserve for American Indians 
their inherent right to freedom to believe, express, and exercise the 
traditional religions of the American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, and Native 
Hawaiians, including but not limited to access to sites, use and possession of 
sacred objects, and the freedom to worship through ceremonial and 
traditional rites [42 United States Code (U.S.C.) 1996]. @ Agencies are 
required to review their policies and procedures in consultation with 
traditional native religious leaders. Consultation with Native American 
tribes has been on-going throughout the NEPA process and the Paiute and 
Ute tribes accepted consulting party status. See Section 3.13. 
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piopeaL A ''maiiingfiil" and nibMMMid aulyiis of impicB '^Arnddldwdi^ Q) dw ttoln lAkh 
efiecti of tbc proposed project be Shi ® the impiKB th»t iw «p«cted t to MM fi^ 
proposed project; (3) othei icnons - psst, proposed, and reasoniblj foieseeabk fiitttn - dat hm 
had or ate expected to have impacts on the same area; (4) the impacts ot expected impKtt from 
these otha actioas; sud (5) the overall impaa that can be expected if the indnidual impacts ate 
liwwd to Meimditt*^' lltt DHIS M«d » ail* B«a«»M impKM *« a« pie^^ 
» tfce piojeet iiee and fcaeii a g.n«d l«k of inieiiliigM Bia^ fc» 4« entile p^ 
inpKtt of * io«d iheiiU b* cua^r qaadfiad ind trdiMri, ipedScd^ 



403-19 



T"' ^JEC requests that the foUowing diieetandiadiiecf impacts be enhaMd tad aoalyxed a< the7 
putab to impacts on wildlife species andalfa«iMOucces in Qutchupih Caqon. The cumnlatira 
eOwn aaalfn fex the FEIS inM eniuatt aadiDdude dM bOviriqi (n^ 

Additional evaluation of impacts &om actual toad eensttucdoa: this **w^*Hft faabttvt diaecdy 
impacted, as well as indirecdy (noise 6om blasdng); worlt focused in one an* fiMtlomdlB* 
penod; and sediment discharges into streams. Golden eagles iiill abandon nam and 
temtories due to the presence of construction and the resulting trafBc. What other species 
will be negatrvelj affected? Mitigation must be the result of the detennined impacts 
Impacts fiom improved acccai: human distuibaccc of high vahK iriUliEe habitat (big game 
dispersal), na«Mydi*tiab*MiSH«llo*i of iip * ri.nh * him HBa»ndlitiri)*i>e*TriBftinhcr 
coninl>ute to GoUm c*^ neat abauloamen^ iriikii vm ut cnhiiiad fa lbs DBIS. The 
DEIS is incomplete widiout a fidlcnliiatioa of ipada thatwilb* AaAa^BicMdbr 
human disturbance. 

Impacts from SUFCO mine: almost constant noise iiom coal Bncki^ oolumit hantd &aaii 
trucks on road, possible accidents on road, road kill and >Mjdliii! bazaida (oppoctunitlie 
feeders). Elk, deer. Golden Ea^ and Bald Eagjk 'vill be threatened doe to tiafRc in (be 
CMnoo-TOy w*t mi «M)otiM«a ■ot nn dinmBd to Bald Eagle? Numaoua oaiw 
apedac «B be cxpo««d «e colUoa haatds n «d *a BOM impacts. Many spaciea mI 
abandon the area due to the noise and eonataatl»a«Mdftim»niw»V« Thi. M ^ii^L j^^ 
further and mitigation should be pioposed to cub aefflin efEacti lu alis^acied apedw. 
Indirect and direct impacts to wildlife from endre shifta m popiiktioiu. The DEIS states 
•^Xk itat may be impacted can simply move. While tbe UEC aoon^ disagrees with thia 
&*ble *aaettion. the agendcs must examine the impacts of entire wildlife populations 
dbpeoiat in addition, there was no evaluation to wildlltt tor noise and air quality impacts. 
8CFCO lolne already discharges a considerable amount of mine pollution water into the 
NoRh Fork of Quitchupah Creek. Ho<p ■» tK« Irting "«"i|iittl1? jftit ihh 

contttbutc ro the 303d stream conditions downatnUB and how will the faapaets braaden 
with introduction of a new road? How win continuing dis change i^.irther impact the 
enviroiunent particularly relative to macro invertebrate.-^ - 

What timber sales or prescribed bums win be disturbing habitat adjacent to the project area? 
What species habitat will be afifected by these activities? 

What will the direct and indirect impacts fei air quality, noise ptoducdoo increase, and soil 
oomn bt due to «a *ddidoa*l demand in cod paodai^jon Cm dit an* 



"aBrffiiiiwiHHilTaaiiY lit nqiin 



It 
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Response 403-17d 

SHPO comments and concvirrence with determinations of eligibility specific 
to the cultural resource inventories are part of the approved cultural resource 
report files located at the appropriate land managing agency and the 
Division of State History. SHPO has not provided comments specific to the 
EIS. 

Response 403-18 

The cumulative effects have been further analyzed and revised for the FEIS 
and an updated table of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions 
appears in Appendix D. 

Response 403-19 

Road construction impacts are direct impacts and mitigation is set to 
compensate for wetlands, riparian habitats, and upland habitats, as described 
in the applicant-committed measures section of the EIS. 

Human disturbances are indirect impacts associated with access and are 
evaluated in the FEIS. 

It is proposed as mitigation that all animal carcasses (large and small) be 
removed from the road to reduce scavenging by eagles and vultures (see 
Section 2.2). Bald eagles have not been documented in the project area. 

Population shifts must be considered in the context that the upland habitats 
are low quality with low densities of wildlife so shifts would be minor. See 
Response 411-5 regarding impacts of noise. There is no data on the effects 
of emission to wildlife at the level expected along the proposed road. 

The mine discharge into North Fork provides additional flows and the TDS 
is usually less than the natural flows in Quitchupah Creek. The impact of 
this discharge will be considered in the cumulative analysis. 

No timber sales or prescribed bums are planned in the vicinity of the project 
by the agencies. 



Letter 
#403 



•»/ji/in mu vi:ti ru nut. vn im«> 



nam uuu, ml. rucwi 



403-19 
cont. 



(leasombly foresttable)? Coal ptoducnon is inttndtd to increase significmtly in ihc futue 
bued upon the DEIS ptojeclions and secured contracts. This should nigger a further review 
«£ jooMMd jaafacH fw iB mources. 

Hevvin impuu fiom A1V me change resulting ftom toad oonamclioD? ATV usen have 
dcOMndcct to keep their use of the cannon so what axe thsfiiMieinpflcti fif ihoni "**^V»*t 
ja QiAdnquh Canyon? ATV use and increased ATV ise doe 10 faipnxed wrrm TiiB 
negatively affect Golden Eagle, other raptor populations, big game spedes, n vdl M BMBf 
other species on the forest. Use of these vehicles v.ill further prompt abandoamatt hf 
wildlife species in the canyon. This impact must be evaluated in the F£IS. 
S«bddno( udiH inpieli onvMeahedi and vatei quality is not evaluated in the DEIS 
'Whitk the lehlioiuliip of tubridenee fien SUFCO mine and water (jualiiy? The tcnildag 

lediment ftom erosion poDutes the oeek &td>ai^ coauibutlag lo • lij ' ' ~ 

Quitchupah Creek. What impacts does tka hm on tqvtie ipada? ^ 
specificaUy aflfected.> How does this relate to the 303d fistiiig for the cneL> ' 
UP&L operates a power line in the canyon. What negative ei&ett occur due to die pcocBce 
of the power lines? This was not evahiated in the DEIS. These powedioes impect nptor 
popolalbnt and already contribute to loss of individuals in the popiilatioa. Hat midgaiion 
b««n pnpONd to letxofit the power lines to reduce this impact in the pretence of numetout 



Gflobig man b* emaUati u a cnmulidTC impact in the project area. The proposal 
invoKres impacts to numooos ranchers who graze catde in Quitcfaiyah Ctaqva. A^w»i 
proposal must include the removal of catde to r^enetate vegetadoD oa tiMp dpMt aid 
around toads. The reluctance of die Forest Service, BLM and road proponeata OB dw ime 
is obvious due to the conttoversial nature of the road with ranchers, nonethdeM tfi* p"'^ 
must stop for a levegetalion peiiod as pan of mitigation for water quality and aoala. 
Git ddfac m§T occur at ar lim iod may afiect ap to 78 acres at one time. A pamd toad 
ontr iacnaKi tiw fotOMtt tot additional gat diiliiiig. AccortUag to die DEIS, TcBWO aad 
SmAhava oil aad gat leases m the area (please inchidea map oiA dust as th«FBIS). 

'""'*'" j—l ' — "* '"^ — ' 'll rminnrjIiliiiiiliiiriiliinnilirmTTmnri ''— 

mcBiioBed ia the DEIS. Mitigatioo must be pie^pbued tu iUt frmmttiMr j^mt, 
Fencing aad uader/ overpasses cram iiMiHnnaliapacti to nJdlifc What gpedtt »<B b« 
afiected by additional barrien? 



403-20 



Tli« DEIS is replete with impacts to virtually all resources, yet fiilt M ptoside maaatDg&I mitigstioa 
measures to alleviate the detrimental eonscqueoces of this project. The CEQ regulations 
implementing NEPA require that agcnacs analyze possible mitigation measures in defining the 
scope of the EIS. In addidon, a mere lisdng of miiigaaon measures is inadeouate. The FEIS must 
inetadt to lOilfW of die tfltdiniiMi of cidi gnqplioD aicann 



Conclusion 



While die SUFCO coal mine may stand to gain from the building of the proposed toad, the piihlie 
and environment wiH be significant losers. Indeed, the costs fir outweigh the benefits to tfa* pilUic 
Xhe Forest Service and BLM should kill this project outright Neither agency has the infonaadan 
1 1 IqaDf dtftaiibk dceiaoB &c dw pM)ict Coaddaaag tht idaiMioo ditt 
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Response 403-19 cont. 

The ATV use may decline in Quitchupah Creek because the proposed 
road is not a legal trail for ATVs and no ATV trail will be constructed 
adjacent to the proposed road. 

Subsidence impact analysis is not part of this project, see Pines Tract EIS 
for discussion of subsidence. 

The affects of the powerline are discussed under land use. There is no 
documentation of raptor losses for this powerline which was built vmder 
the guidelines for protecting raptors. 

The livestock use in Quitchupah Creek will be part of the cumulative 
analysis. The reclaimed areas will be protected from livestock grazing. 
The riparian area along Quitchupah Creek will be fenced for protection. 

The cumulative impact of foreseeable oil and gas exploration is covered 
in the DEIS. The mitigation for exploration activity would be 
documented in the NEPA document for exploration permits. The oil and 
gas lease on SITLA land was cancelled in 2004. 

The direct and indirect impacts of fencing will be analyzed in the I'EIS. 



Response 403-20 

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes the applicant-committed measiu-es. These 
applicant committed measures incorporate mitigation measures as part of the 
road design thereby precluding adverse impacts to the resources. Additional 
mitigation measures are included in the resource sections. 



tegatdka of viiidi abmiMm it chotcn, coal pioductioii will incnase, suggnls the No Action 
Altcmatiye should dcady be chosen. 

Tb« UEC ncfxm to be k«pt on the miilmg hs< iai dm project xt it continues thtoi^ the NEPA 
pnxeis. Pkue fonmd die FEIS ^ the imicct piocnds) to our office. 



DeniseBoggs DamBdl 
Bxecmife Dinctoi Rcaowce ^Mciiiit 



cc: Ray Vai^han, WBdLsrw 
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wilderness 



Linda Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, UT 84701 



KtyBnelaoo 
Realty Specidist 

BLM - Richfield Field Office 
150 East 900 North 
Kiichiidd.m M7D] 



March 1, 2002 



FAXED TO 435-89^9347 




FAXED TO 43S496.1Sse 



RE: QiateintiahCnalcItoadDEIS 



Dear Ms. Jackson ■ndlkfr. ErickMO: 



RcCE 

MR «■ 


OMI. FOREST 








roncH 











Thank you for providing the QuitchupahCwatniaftEISloaie SoufteniUWiWiiaenwi 

Alliance (SUWA) for review and further cramiKm. As you know, SUWA has beaiaB faitaw 

part>- and has been participating in this proposed project and NEPA process since 1999. SUWA 
wishes to incorporate by refere nce, fl ie oommeota submitted by the Ul»h Enviioaw«llld 
Congress (UEC) to you on flds OEIS. In adafioo to UBCa oonnieiili, SUWA sufeoul* At 
following comments. 

This proposal is being reviened farflie sole putpose of allowing a commercial coal mining 
operation to shave • few miles off of its bnd raulE in ofder to swe » few dollars over the next 
several years However, since Oeie is an adequtfe. aadTniedity. ai incredibly high^iuality 
road s> stem for these trucks to use for travel to and from the mine, dw teqasM to inalitiita a jmaf 
con-struction project to improve and constnict a major road in Quitcbiptfi Oayat canwt te said 
toroeetanyrea/iumi. There is no mention in the DEIS how this new TOd will taaefitfl* 
Ameiicaipeaifle. lbtMdiesotai(«wffllgnw1wdB]]]agca.dUitcntt^ 



r.o. B<u wa 

Utttb, UT S4S32 
Phooc 433-2^9-5440 
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Response 404-1 

The primary purpose of the proposed Quitchupah Creek Road is to ensure 
the competitive productivity of the SUFCO Mine, as a source of economic 
stability for Sevier County, a potential source of additional income and 
revenue for Emery County, and a source of high quality coal for power 
plants (See Section 1.1, Purpose and Need). 

The 2005 National Energy Policy Act seeks to provide reliable, affordable 
energy to our nation's consumers, and to lessen the impact on Americans of 
energy price volatility and supply uncertainty. Access to coal reserves via 
any of the road alternatives proposed in the EIS would help to maintain 
suppUes of diverse and traditional forms of energy; the National Energy 
Policy promotes such improvements in the productive and efficient use of 
energy. 



Letter 
#404 



404-2 



404-3 



^t^^^^' " of impacts to riparian Mw aK^»ellto* 

The fiicl savings «f a,e haul *^ flliriiiiiiarriHiMi « . -v^- fi_ 

project p^posal Yet. no« rfthe alte^fi JlS^SSS^i^^^t* 
b«t« fi«) eS5c«ncy Why was this alteMlive Mt«SZ^!?^S5£L^!^"* 
ttc decision makers have been informed as to cost nvisgs to die oammv IM^ to 

!^5S5^Sf~* n-i" a beautiful canyon andlJ^^Sf 

ta^te eopcems of the public and lUenl md state agencies that have submitted 
^^^2^S^,S'?^''''*"^^'™'"5FS must deny the proposal and the 
wnous aWBifivtt to dtow Miy moffiBiafiim to fte Qmichucah Creek road in order to 

proposed changes to fBe QuSpaB Cta«™*«SteZrtto^SS^ Ju^L 
re-issued so that the impacts to ^M^^^^^tTiS^S^^T 



Sineenly, . 



Styratuniy 
SUWA 
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Response 404-2 

The impact analysis has been revised and updated in the FEIS. 
Response 404-3 

The competitive coal market conditions force the coal truck contractors to 
use the most efficient trucks to maximize their profit margins. It is outside 
the scope of this project to analyze the fuel efficiency of coal trucks. 



Letter 
#406 



DEEW.JENSE 



IHTERVtfEST 



OmUMiC«*k 
sot SOHli Mlki SMM, Sui* 2100 
Sdl UM a». UMtl 6«M»4Mai 
(801) 22(MM0 • FAX (801) 220-«726 



Linda L. Jackson 

Public Affairs Officer 

U.S. Department of Agiiculliii* 

FWiMw National Forast 

115 Eact 900 North 

Riehlield.UT 84701 



RE: QuitchupahCnekRoad 



February 27, 2002 




406-1 



Dear Ms. Jackson, 

On behalf of PacifiCorp. we would like to offer our support towards tlie Quitchupah Creek Road 
project. It is our unijerstanding that a very thorough environmental review process has taken place 
and various aMemaliMs are being onsidefed. Allar itwieiinig the four (4) altemativ«e being 
considered, vve support aRemative D (Water Hollow Route). This alternative appears to have the 
least amount of conflict and stimulates both environmental and rural integrity. 

As an integral business partner in the State of Utah, with power supply operations throughout its 
rural communities of which PacifiCorp serves and operates, we wish to applaud the efforts of the 
public and private sectors together with the regulatory process in considering the merits of this road 
project. 

With the closure of our Trail Mountain Coal Mine near Orangeville. Utah, it became necessary to 
secure alternative fuel sources for our Hunter Power Plant near Castle Dale, Utah As a result, a 
coal supply contract was secured with the SUFCO Mine to deliver coal to the Hunter Power Plant. 
Should thiE load pntject come to ftuWon, it is our umJerstanding thai the Sav^ 
Sennces District will construct this public road and invoke a user's fee to the SUFCO Mine as a toll 
user of this public road in order to pay for its construction and maintenance. 

We believe thie end results of constructing this road will provide mutual benefits to the many various 
stakehoMers. Benefits indudkig, but not neoeeaaiilyiniiM to the Mtaring: 

1. The Quitchupah Creek Road reduces the total amount of coal haul tmcks on nearly 50 
miles of road (roundtrip) involving SR-10 and 1-70, enhancing travel safely by reducing 
overall length of haul distance. 
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Response 406-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#406 



Fabraaiy Z7, 2IM2 



406-1 
cont. 



2. Allows for a more efficient route for coal deliveries to the Hunter Power Plant and SUFCCys 

other delivery destinations beyond this point. 

3. Alternative coal transport methods including the railroad system in central Utah is 
nonexistent or undeveloped and the delivery of central Utah coal Is laigely dependent on 
the existing highway systems. 

4. The State of Utah and its neighboring slates are fonunate to have and produce some of the 
lowest cost electricity in the United States This is partly due to the availability of Utah's 
high quality, low sulfur coal. The construction of the Quitchupah Craok Road dkwtly 
addresses some of the efficiency, reliability and safety concerns of coal delheiy to our 
Hunter Power Plant for energy production. 

Asain. we leilerale our support fOr the Quitchupah Creek Road project and appreciate the 
opportunity to oonimeni on Oils propoeal. 




(55) 
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INDIVIDUAL LETTERS 



This section includes the following letters: 

Letter #1 - Mark Belles 

Letter #2 - Merlin H. Christiansen 

Letter #5 - Thomas C. Bunn 

Letter #11 - Thomas C. Bunn 

Letter #96 - Jeannine Baker 

Letter #97 - Morgan Robertson 

Letter #99 - Robert E. Anderson 

Letter #103 - Paul Niemeyer 

Letter #104 - M.K. Axelgard 

Letter #106 - Wesley K. Sorensen 

Letter #146 - Kathy Bastian 

Letter #269 - Ken Christiansen 

Letter #27 1 - Jammi Sitterud 

Letter #272 - Scott Jensen 

Letter #275 - Thomas C. Bunn 

Letter #299 - Don W. And Bonnie P. Keele 

Letter #301 - Fred S. Jenkins 

Letter #340 - Larry D. Brown 

Letter #349 - Michael Jewkes 

Letter #372 - Zanpher Farrer 

Letter #378 - Don Jamison 

Letter #379 - Paula Wellnitz 

Letter #393 - Carolee Hammel 

Letter #395 - J. Rick McEwen 

Letter #399 - David Sucec 

Letter #405 - Kent Petersen 
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Letter #1 



MnkBcUet 
9318 Wmaid Street 
Rowlca,T«9[H 75088 



Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
lis East 900 North 
Ridifield. Utah 84701 



n December 2001 



DearFidilakeNF, 

Thaiik you for the draft EIS the Quhdiupdi Credc Road project. 1 agicc widi 

1-1 proposed action. 

Thank you for the opportmuty to commenl. 



(D 
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Response 1-1 
Comment noted. 



Letter #2 




/ 

Linda L. Jackson 
PubUc Affairs 0£Boer 
Fiddake National Foiat 
155 East 900 Noith 
Ridifidd. Dull 84701 

Linda: 




2-1 




I Ktd the (XiHchupah Creek lUMd DnilEMraiiiiiaitil Iinpiet StMen^ 
to make a comiMnt er two dNwt it 

I ihmk the oi^iiiid plan B the better roine to go 'wM). however I lUak a tfd akoM 
bt made along side the road that livestock could travd on, alio mce qvile • nonlNr 
of people now useihisrouteasanRV. trut h ahoidd be constiucted to aBow tlw ^pe 
of recreatioii to continue to take place. 
1 do hope you wil consider these things in tbe plan. 

P.O. Box 36 
Emeiy.Utidi S4522 


Response 2-1 

A cattle trail would be constructed on 1.5 miles of the western end of the 
proposed road in order to facilitate trailing where topography is restrictive. 
East of this, livestoclc would trail outside the fenced road corridor. 

Although used by recreationists, the existing road/trail is not managed for 
off-highway vehicle (OHV) use. 

The BLM Travel Plan, due out in 2006 after the release of the final RMP, 
will designate a system of trails for OHVs. The Richfield RMP will 
designate areas where proposed projects, such as OHV sites, are acceptable 
on BLM land. 

The Fishlake National Forest OHV Route Designation Plan is scheduled to 
be implemented in the summer of 2006. This Plan wiU designate roads, 
trails, and open areas for the use of OHVs. The rules and designations in 
the Plan will close the Forest to off-route motorized cross-country travel by 
OHVs, except in the designated areas. This plan will improve management 
and enforcement of OHV use on Forest land. 
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January, 25, 2002 



TtioniasC. Bum 
88 west SOOsoutti 
VMIsvne^Ur 84339 
435 245 4967 



Dear Ms. Jackson, 



On or about May 9, 1999, I received a package from Jones and Demille 
Engineering of Richfield, UT. This engineering company apparently represents 
the SUFCO Coal mining business. Their pacl^age contained a topo map of the 
SUFCO Coal interests, locations of their access routes, and details of a proposed 
new road and rriodtficatlons of the old dirt road doim the QiAdHvah Creek, tt 
also contained a Quit-Claim Deed granting 1.682 acres of mf landi to the oounly 

0 read this as SUFCO Coal company). Far more (tet u tfamg than these fams Is a 
letter advising me to acce(A $500.(X) per acre: ^.. {Seirier CouMy] recommencte 
that you diligentiy consider this offer and avoid txitti the cxiimly arid yourself the 
expense assodaledvM condemnation preoeedlngt.* ITk land in quesUonls MY 
ONLY access to the oeek and the road ... $500 Is not even dose to cowering the 
hnfjeds. 

But the hidden impacts affect all Citizens. On their proposed routes are 
significant archeological sites and petniglyphs. This is where collective voices 
are needed. 

1 received a letter from Kent R. Petersen, Chairman of tfie Emery County 
Commission, on June 1, 1999. Mr. Petersen stated the Emery Country has no 
plans to initiate condemnation proceedings for improving Quitchupah Creek 
Road. I hope this continues to be the sentiment I have no expectation of s 
similar letter of assurances from Sevier County. 

When I ca»ed Jones and Demfc and asked about the s I gn H eant a icheologkal 
sites that wouM be ki the way of their new road, they replied thai. The 
p etro g lyphSMioukI be moved to a museum.* ITHs, I befieve^ Is against the 
Antiquities AO^ a Federal law. 

In a recent newspaper article. The Emery County Progress. January 15, 2002, it 
identified "seven significant archeological sites" being in harm's way If this road 
is to built. David Sucec, Director, BCS Project, stated in tfie May 16, 2000 Illfi 
Emetv County Progress that the ' Quitchupah Creek Junction fUxk Ait Site* will 
be desboyed If the proposed coal haul road Is aNowed tD be butt hi the canyon.* 
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Response 5-1 

The Quit-Claim Deed process by Jones & DeMille Engineering was prior to 
the EIS, and the proposed action in the BIS does not contain any 
condemnation process. The EIS only evaluates the right-of-way needed for 
the road. Rights-of-way are not granted on public lands until all of the 
right-of-ways are acquired to complete the road. 

Response 5-2 

Cultural resource inventories (Hauck, 1995; BiUat and Crosland, 2001; 
Patterson and Montgomery, 2001) were performed on all of the proposed 
alternative routes (See Section 3.12). The cultural resource sites, including 
the rock art sites, are protected by the National Historic Preservation Act 
and the Archeological Resources Protection Act. 

The proposed alignment for Alternative B, Quitchupah Creek Road, and 
Alternative C, Alternate Junction, was shifted south about 250 feet. This 
alignment would place the proposed road about 300 feet away and across 
the creek from the rock art panels. The new alignment would also avoid 
impacting known cultural sites located within the previous alignment. No 
additional cultural resource sites would be impacted by this reroute. 

The existing road routed between the creek and the panels would be blocked 
and not used for access. This would tend to limit access for casual visitors 



Letter #5 



5-2 cont. 



5-3 



5-4 



-nie second aHemative fcltovw Quitchupah Road but meets Highway 10 at a 
different poW; where, I do not know. Quoting the same January 2002 article^ 
-TWS routeinvolves fencing along the road with five underpasses for caWe and 
aame. TWs route lias 29 archeological sites with 1 1 that will be impacted and 
*( Of these are considered significant." The third plan is the water Hollow route 
indudes, " 19 archeological sites all of which can be avoided." I have senous 
doubts that these sites will not be impacted. The sites encompass ewrytnng n 
sight and within hearing distance. 

To add to the consternation, I have not received a copy of the P^ofJ^ate AKal 
affected landowners. VJere it not my subscription to the Progre g, IvKMO rme 

no idea what was going on. My lands could be taken away withoi*oommei«or 
noUficalton; so much for due process. 

Try as I may to see the coal mines perspecdve, It comes doiim to just mon^ 
fifty cents a ton to be exact There Is no e^rtdelKe that the known (and h^^^^^ 
forbid unknown) Mslortcal sIlBS figure In any poslUve way 
plans. Our heritage and pre-Wstory are just inltants and impediments to their 
nnflts. SUfCO^ apparent hiring of an engineering company to employ scare 
actks tV sendtao threatening letters does not impress me. This sets the tones 
of thdr plan and It reads like a bad western novel: Intimidate the landowners off 
thdr DTODerly and those who don't sell out and move on will face a "hip pocket" 
goMmmoit caoimission and have their lands condemned. Either vray, you tose. 
And weal lose! 

This coal mine will be played out or made obsolete sometime in the rjHrfUlure. 

We will be stuck with permanent scars on our land, the toss of pr^MjirtCBl^ 

artifacts and perspectives, and bad memories of the big company indUng 

of the peaceful citizens by pushing its way towards profits. It Is tJme for puttmg 

your feet down and taking at stand. 

Just Say "NO* to SUFOO. 



Sincerely, 
ThomasC Bunn 
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Response 5-3 

The absence of your name from our mailing list was an oversight and has 
been corrected. We apologize for the inconvenience. 



Response 5-4 

The predicted life of the mine is currently about 25 years. This could be 
extended if additional coal reserves are leased. Mine reclamation would 
minimize scars on the land. The road would become the responsibility of 
the county and would remain a permanent feature. Impacts to cultural 
resources would be minimized or mitigated prior to construction of the road. 



January 27, 2002 

Thomas C. Bunn 
88 west 500 south 
Wellsville, UT 84339 
435 245 4987 

«5<lvnxa<aiche.na 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 

I finaly received the <>iH£hupahOed( Road Di^REnvirOT impact 
Statement Having read through it I am compelled to write this addendum to my 
earler letter of January 25, 2002. To sum up my thoughts, it is easy to say that 
this EIS Is rife with errors such that I have doubts about the credibility of the 
entire document. And the Alternate Proposals "C" and "D" are so poorly 
described and are a product of such imagination that I can only assume that ate 
only there to make the original *B* plan appear as the best chohx. "No Action" 
is the only best choice. 

Let's look at some of the errors I found by a quick read. I assume there are 
Others: 

• LandStatusandOwnersMpMap, fig. 2-2, has 3e0 acres alMbuted to 
niK)ina5E.Bunn'(cr.p.3-84}. I am "Thomas C Bum,' thank you. 

• 160 of the aaes In section 18 are Events Castle valley ranches that belong 

to ni4 Ihomas C Bunn et aL* 

• A fb(^>«ae piece also In Seclkin 18 Is attributed to '^omasc. Bunn, Carole 

Hammel.* Her name on the deed, plat maps and taxes is "Carolee." 

• Under Cultural and Pateontologkral Resources (p. 3-103) it is stated, "No 
Isnown fossl locations have been identified into the project area." You shoukl 
asic someone v»ho has actually been on my property about the fossils there. I 
have found twndreds of fossils In that area and friends have found what are 
beleved to be vertebrate Cassis. 

My receipt of ttie ESI confirmed my suspicions that Alternate "C" was coming 
directly across my property. This splits my property into 1.25 miles to the north 
and 1 .5 miles to the south. This plan effectively destroys my fairit/S plans to 
establish more formalized camping sites. You can find our primHw but suppled 
camping site at the end of the "Jeep Trail" directly In the path of the pnposed 
ooal-haul road, we purchased this property with funds we gained wtan we sold 
our property in theTeasdale/Grover area ttwt we have bought for the soUude. 
R soon became overrun with wealthy devetopeis and the peaceful beauty v»as 
ruined. 
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Response 11-1 

Editorial changes have been made. 



Response 11-2 

A paleontological inventory was completed in July of 2002. The inventory 
resulted in the recordation of 10 fossil localities. Nine of these are 
considered insignificant while one is rated as important. The fossil locality 
rated important is no longer in-situ and represents fossils from outside the 
project corridor. This data has been added to Section 3.12 of the FEIS. 



Response 11-3 

The Alternative C route was subsequently realigned to avoid this parcel of 
private land. 



Letter #11 

11-4 




Response 11-4 

The road designers are well aware of the flashy and often extreme nature of 
flood flows in Quitchupah Creek and its tributaries, and have accounted for 
that nature in their design of channel crossings. However, should a very 
extreme event occur, and Acut off the road(3, the proposed high-use of the 
road would necessitate immediate repair, which would put the road back 
into service as quickly as possible, and would also minimize any resource 
damage due to the failure. This is in contrast to the existing road, where 
flood damages go unnoticed and unrepaired for extended periods of time. 


If any of the engineers had actually visited the Alternate 'C' area, not that lam 
condoning in any way trespassing on my Property, th^r^JuM^"^^ 
wash some 100 feet deep and over a quarter mile r'^J^T^^^JT^ 
of a couDle of underpasses is suspicious. Vast a"******™ * ' 
substantial bridge would be needed to ^eep »»* t|J|dB* <^ 
intersection v«m SWO. The environment vrtl not tolerate d»nga 

a scale. 

Much the same is tnie about AHemate Plan "D." "mis is severe topography and It 
Is oonstendy dwighg. Turo years ago a thunderstorm caused a temfic tiasn 
UnnH TheeidslingQulllchupah Road was washed out near the histonc ruins, 
eastrfthepebogtaJhs. Onmyland,floodheightevverenear20f^ to 
complex as the Hm V lante are, one decwt flood OJUW cut off the road. 

To reiterate; this EIS has significant data errors. TTie EIS also not e^bit 
sufficient details in the engineering to convince me t^^^' J^^^f^"^^ , 
thought out or practical solutions designed. The two a««™*|**34f-^iKi. 
appear to be embedded distracters from the major thnjstcf the ran "B, mer 
original plan. Plan "C" destroys my family's plans far a heritage Of a common 
place where our children, their children, and generations to cwne <» assw^ 
to renew relationships and rewl In the beauty of tMs place. Us geological ana 
archeological history. 

p»an-B"wasthefoajsof my fWst letter and thb letter Istobeoonsktereda part 
oTIt 

3ustSW"H(rtoSUF0O. 

SbioBrely, 
Thomas C Bunn 

(T^Uao — « 
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Letter #96 


1 

1 

30Jaiiuaiy2002 

Dear Fishlake National Forest, 




96-1 
96-2 


I BD wiilQg to voice my opinioo tbat (he proposed roads for SUFCO proposal are 
•nathema to nv people. I am a niMat cf Jo«|ib in Sevkr CDiuy and of NatK^ 

Amencan descent so die poaalbill^diat more of our anBeann wiD be disturbed through 
roadwork is likewise tronUmg to me. There are likely to be ftoad MdaoiogiGal siM if 
you build more roads, and tome are already proieaed. In pMinda^ the Qnildxmah 

Creek Junciion Art Site", is threatened, as well as others. 

When the idea of a coal processing plant was first introduced. 1 was disturbed for the 
polhition that wiU regak. BM wlm I bead the proposed routes, mv disturbance grew Foi 
iny people, the Earth is sacred. I hope lhat you consider this viewpoiiit kiiKUy aiid dew 
penmssion to desecnie any more of our bdowdsraoDd. 


Response 96-1 

Cultural resource sites are protected under the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the Archeological Resources Protection Act. 
Consultation with tribal representatives (Paiute, Hopi, and Ute) is on-going 
(see Section 3.13). Impacts to cultural resource sites would be mitigated as 
approved by the SHPO, land administering agency, and the consulting 
parties. 




Jeannuie Baker 

40 North State St 
Joa^UTM739 

527-3738 
• 


Response 96-2 

The processing of coal was not included in this study. The annual air 
pollution resulting from coal truck combustion of diesel fuel would 
decrease. This is based on vehicle miles traveled. The local air quality 
along the proposed transport route would meet air quality standards. 
Mitigative measures for dust control are required by Utah State regulation, 

Hiirino' fntiQlniPtinn aftiviHf*^ 




■ <2) 
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Letter #97 



97-1 



^^^^ -^Is^ ^S-s-t 

/•^^ Su^ tf^ ^/ ^^^^ 



^K^/^^ OK^rh^'^ ^e^>e^ C^^^-^. 

Not 6e di3 4>A(^LV^ AJOoeA/ -^e 
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Response 97-1 

A cattle trail would be constructed on 1.5 miles of the western end of the 
proposed road where movement is restricted by topography. Livestock 
would trail outside the fenced corridor on the remainder of the proposed 
road, or in the case of Alternative D, along the existing road in Quitchupah 
Creek canyon. 









Letter #97 

97-1 cont. 


/ S^-h^(o<x s: -tc 'SU^ -y^^sc <Z^'H/c 

Se^^v^-^^-^^l 6s6i^r -io^--- ^Hc-f^e^S, 

tOou/</ P7^e 6o ^ s<^i^s/e</ <^ 

S-t l^^s Ctrxj-^o-f &f 0(( 
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Letter #97 



97-2 



tOou U ^Ai/e -t^e- JTijr^^ ~of~ **^^y ^hrv^ 

^JL^ LOoixU CLSu^G^ eX^i-e/M^. tj^^'i- 




dp 
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Response 97-2 

The right to trail cattle in the canyon would not be affected; see Section 3.8. 



Letter #99 



99-1 



99-2 



99-3 
99-4 



I«iin«iy31,2002 



Linda L- Jackson 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
US East 900 North 
Ridifielii,Uldi 84701 

Dear Kay Etidcsan: 

This letter is in response to the Environmental Impact Statement on the 
Qui'chupah road. 

1 am 83 years old and I was bom and raised right on the Quitchupah ranch. This 
ranch is located right at the base of the canyon. It is presently owned by the JohnsoD^ 
All of my growing up years we herded sheep and cattle in Quitchupah, Convulsion 
Caq/on and across the Water Hollow benches. 

After returning from World War II, I was able to obtain the grazing rights on the 
Satentac alloanent phia the (O. (MaanaUoOiMiU and aevcial State School sectMOi widan 
the Qdtehiqtth drahiage wbidi I iepeai on ibr a big poition of my living. 

I have spent a lifetime in this canyon and feel as though my knowledge of this 
canyon is as vast as the people who created this EIP. There is not a rock in this canyon 
that I haven't crawled over. My family has over a 100 years of hving in and working in 
this canyon 

If by chance this proposed road does go through and it takes the alternative route, 
it will virtually cut off the only trail off into the Water Hollow Creek from the Water 
Hollow Benches. Our livestock depend on this creek for water every day, not just on 
wedcendsastbeEIPsaggests. lUs would make the WitCTHoUowBanctet on the G.L. 
Olsen allotment useless to us at tea* Mug able to graze this ana. TUamiiUviitually 
eliminate all of our spring giazfaigwhidi would be veiyoo*4)r<i>oarbiHfaMa(. We 
depend on this for our livelihood. The only way any propo a ed route conM be feasible 
would be for the road to be fenced and underpasses provided and a trail to and from the 
summer range. It would be imposrihlc to schedule the fall gathering on weekends and 
holiday.'! to fit Sufco Mines schedule as is suggested in the EIP. The canle coming oflfthe 
suiiin:LT r.ir-.Lc will dnfl off this natural migration route any day of the week the\' choose. 
Cattle don't use calendars. This canyon has been used for a driveway to and from the 
aannar ranee far a lot loDger than die Siifio Mine has been in existence. Imaybe 
misiaken bat 1 bdicTC flnt if a driveway has been used for this loiig uncontested, it 
becomes a right of way. If wc are ibrced to truck our cattle to and from the summer 
lange, the additioiid coats woliM be veiy detriineRta] to our livestock opetatkni and de 
actual value of our ranches will depreciate. 

The EIP stales several times diat in building this road it would create extia 
eiqicDsesfordiecataemen. Ifdi^ are awaie that this is the case, then I believe fliat Hie 




f/ 
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Response 99-1 

Mitigation for the G.L. Olson Allotment will be found in Section 2.4 of the 
I'EIS. The road would be fenced and a water system developed to supply 
troughs out on the bench for the cattle. See Section 3.8 Range Resources. 

Response 99-2 

A cattle trail would be constructed along 1 .5 miles of the western portion of 
the proposed road where movement is restricted by topography. Livestock 
would trail outside the fenced road corridor for the remainder of the road, or 
in the case of Alternative D, along the existing road in Quitchupah Creek 
canyon. 

Response 99-3 

The road design was modified to include a fenced cattle trail where needed. 
Ranchers would not be forced to truck livestock. Trailing would continue 
normally. 



Letter #99 



99-4 cont. 



99-5 



99-6 



1 



I 



cattlemen should be compensated for the feed and AUMS that would be lost plus the 
expense of the sbqvnig md dK kMtes tbd wm ocoir with G0«1 OUGk and 

collisions. 

The EIPtlaasMai tint flwnMwIevd in the town ofEmery would be moderate. I 
live a blocic i^iiiaia sneel and Qie noise that these coal tracks roaring through town has 

ahead/ made it afanost impossible to sleep The coal company is projecting the numbers 
to nMltqilyaevenl times in the next few years. I really don't think this noise that is being 
gcoented fiom these loaded coal trucks could be defined as modcraie. The noise is loud 
ashdl fanny house, I can only imagine how the people who live on main stree: sleep. 

The Quitchupah has been home to me my whole life and this Quitchupah Canyon 
will be around fur a long lime yet. I hale to sec it permanently scaned by «loadthl« if 
being built to accommodate a coal company that will only be in existnee undl flieir coal 
supply nmsooL Ihen who will maintain tUs mad? Orwillitbeabeodanedandaaiisly 
scar left to t«mfaid everyone of just how much money Siifbo Cod inade fiwm dui and 
bow many cattlement was pot out of busmess. 



Sincerely, 

Robert E. Anderson 



eg) 
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Response 99-4 

Costs of mitigation and the livestock facilities would be the responsibUity of 
the proponent. The Sevier County Special Service District would provide 
loading/unloading/holding faculties for the ranchers traUing Uvestock along 
Quitchupah Creek and in Convulsion Canyon. The compensation for 
livestock involved in collisions with coal trucks or other vehicles would be 
guided by the open range law of Utah. 

Response 99-5 

There would be no increase in noise in the town of Emery as a result of the 
proposed road. The amount of trucks heading north through Emery will 
continue at current levels. 

Response 99-6 

The proposed road would be a county road to be paid for by the toll user 
(SUFCO Mine). It will not be abandoned after the mine is closed. The road 
will remain open to the public for recreation and travel through the area. 
Ranchers will have continued access to the allotments in the area. After the 
closure of the mine, the road would then be maintained by pubUc (comity) 
road funds. 



Letter 
#103 



Janaz7 31. 2002 



Mary C. Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
Fishlake National Focest 
lis East 900 North 
Richfield, 01 U701 

RE: Quitchupah Creek'Soad EIS 

Dear Ms. Erickson, 



103-1 



of several nildlife groups in Utah and one of our bsId goals 
is to help the anle deer herds In Utah recover tttm their pceeent lo« nmr 
bers. 

In the past vhen deer nmbers vere at a hij^ier level, the deer that 
were killed on 1-70 between Salina and the Bnery tumoff was estlnated to 

be between A50 and 500 deer a year. 

Road kill is just one of the factors that adversely affect deer, but is 
cue «• DMd to address. It looks like the Quitchupah Creek Road would elia- 
inete approximately 50 miles of round trip travel for a coal truck going to 
Query cooncy. The fewer miles that we can keep these uucks fica traveling 
in deer country the loner chance they will have to kill a deer on the hl^- 
way. 

I SB totally in support of building the Quitchupah Creek Koad. 

Sincerely, 



Paul Hieneyer 
Box 954 
Richfield, VI 



84701 



Response 103-1 

Potential impacts to wildlife species from vehicle collisions are included in 
the FEIS (See Section 3.5). 
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January , 2002 



Mary C.Erickson 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield. UT 84701 

RE: Quitchupah Creeic Road EIS 

DearMs-Ericksort: 

As part of my business, I frequently travel to the SUFCO mine. I support the 
construction of the QuKchupah Creeic Road for the fbHowing reasons: 

1. It will provide a shorter route from Emery County to tfie SUFCO Mine and the 
Acord Lakes area thus saving time and fuel, 

2. Cceate a Imm probability of accidents with passenger Mhides by laduc^ 

trailie on 1-70 and the Acord Lakes Road; 

3. Saves wear and tear on existing highways; 

4. Provkies aleinative route from Emery County to the Salina area, and 

5. Employnient opportunities at the SUFCO Mine would be more appealing to 
Carbon and Emery County residents. 

We would appreciate your consideration and approval of tfte proposed Quikdiupah 
Creek Road specifically Water Hollow, Alternative D. 

Sincerely, 




6-144 



Response 104-1 

Comments noted. 



February 6, 2002 



M?. Man.- C. Enckson 
Forest Supervisor 
Fishlake Natjonal Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Richfield, UT 84701 

RE: Quhdnipth Greek Hold EIS 

DevMsEridtsoa: 

I m an employee of Canyon Fuel Company LI£ tt the Sufco Mine. 1 1 _ 
to Price, Utah as part of my job responsibilities. The road would benefit me personaftr in 
less travel time. It vuould also benefit odiot tlilt tnvd to the mine or the Accord likes 
Area from Emery and Carbon counties in a similar manner. The most significant benefit 
would be ro the mine and the trucking companies because of the decreased haul distance. 
The rruckme route to the east would also be safer during the winter months because two icy 
summits that must be crossed using the present eastern route would be avoided. 

I ham been inomatdy involred wid) die Quitdiupab Koid nnce its need was 
detsnnned iknost ten years ago. I personally can see the benefit of the road to the mine, 
(nidcil^ companies, counties and dozens of the area. Although the Water Hollcw 
Alternam-e costs additional money, I believe it is the best route and support its selection of 
the preferred alternative for the EIS. This route mitigates the concerns of the pnvalt 
landowners and the Native Americans and still meets most of the needs of the mine and 
tradsii^ openrions. Becaise of in locnian xaajr bom Quitdiupeh Creek, sediinent load 
into the creek would be reduced over those ahematives down die canyon along side the 
creek. It would also avoid known cultural resources sites and allow traditional uses of 
Quitchupah Canyon. A cattle trail should be included in the design of the road on the 
Forest Service Lands. This trail could be located north of the road vnth the north side of 
the road being fenced from Broad HoUow to %ter HoUow dnis sepaiadi^ the tniSng 
catde and road traffic. 

In summify I strongly support selection of Alternative D, V/mr Hokw Route as the 
p r eferred al i er n adi e for the EIS. 



Sincerely, 




WeslMC Sorensen 



1 VWHZ. I ' ■ — *'* ' UTAH • I46S4 



6-145 



Response 106-1 

Comment noted. 



Response 106-2 

A fenced cattle trail would be constructed along 1.5 miles of the western 
end of the proposed road, where topography restricts trailing options. East 
of that, livestock would trail outside the fenced road corridor. Livestock 
trailing would not be impeded by the proposed road. 



Ms. MMir EmcKSOM 
Forest Supekvisor 
FtSHLMCE National Forest 
1 1 s East 900 North 

RicMnELD, ur aAToi 

Re: OurrcHUPAH Road 

Dear Ms. £R/cf(soR: 

I AM A secretary AT THE SUFCO MlHE. I WOULD UKE TO EXmESS HT SUPPORT FOR THE ROAD 
FROM SUFCO TO £UCRY COUHTT. ThB WTeR HOLIOW ALTTRHATIVE WOULO BB THE MOST 
FAVORABLE ROAD SINCE IT WOULD AVOID DOmRBINO THE NATIVE AMERICAN SITBS. 

TH/S road would LESSEN THE DENSE AMOUNT or TRAFnc ON TH£ CURRENT MINE ACCESS ROHO. 
tr WOULD ALSO BENEFTT THE EMPLOYEES WHO TRAVEL TO THE MINE FROM £mERY COUNTY BY 

tAVDia iHtH t iOMn e M tmiMSL vmc. TUt ikiad would aimo atmnr thi vmoom mto 

SEirVTCE THE MINE FROM EMERY AMD CARBON COUNTIES. HAUUNG SWCO COAL TO THE HUNTER 

Power plant would also be safer and save valuable vme for the truckers. 

i obviously have a vested interest in the suetxtb of sufco. sevier county has lost 
SEVERAL BusmEssesTHamsTYBmTHKrcaiimmurEommEAREAiHBHPtjmmiiT, bales 

AMD PROPBmr taxes. AMD OlHEIt RELATED BUBIHEMS eOHRECneHa. SUPPORJHia THE 

BusmESBBs ws »i Seueh County BENEFITS every cmzEH as well. 

HAVMO been born and raised IN THIS BEAUTIFUL AREA, I MARVEL AT THE WONDERFUL SCENERY 
WE ENJOY. Just taking a ride on the weekend affords us BREATHWOMG MEH9. UMERr 
ELBE CM* YOU ENJOY MOUNTAINS, DESERTS, FISHING ARP HUMTIMO ONLY MIMUTEB FROM YOUR 
HOME? 

Our AREA REsioEiaa KBALiZE that WE MUST BE RESpoMsmLE BtEmums OP nas aitBAT smtE 
WHILE being sx ma w n w or tooMomc oppomvimtEB rom B u am eas oevaionmirAiio 

GROWTH. 

THAMK you for your SUPPORT OF our area AS WELL. 



.Y, 




Katmy BASTIAH 
p. O. Box 304 

AuneM, ur aA»EO 



F^cerw-ED 

FEB 7 2002 



ns 


\h> 




. .jBkF 


me 


... 


RAO. 


|HR 
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Response 146-1 

Comments noted. 



Mary C. Enckson 
FciaiSaiHrvinr 
FWddBlMealFeRii 



Jan. 1<,20«2 



This letter is ui regards to the Quiichupah Cndc Road. 

I'm in ftvor of Allemalive B or Alternative C, widl two modifications. These modifications are. fl A cattle 
trail should be built along side the road so dial tbe cattlemen can nail their cattle to and from the Forest 
Allotments. «2 All ATVImlHeditobeiiKaqionUdwilblliiscaBkaiaiolliilteATVailM^ 
have access to the fool. lliaeMtnibooiildaiddimiM be togedierwidiiuiiea 
cnk have dK liitMeMy. 

It «n )M M B iM (noi|fi ill dw cujoii sucfa a (nil aiid the 

' ~ ~ ' rcanainfyhiiiMaiaidaidnaqiCoiivalBOauqm. 



As fv Aktmane triiX 1 
AsMficM ofloocms and ha^ a 



H^cueZZ 

Biaery Stock Growers 
P.O. Box 552 
Eliiciy,Utata«4S22 
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Response 269-1 

A fenced cattle trail would be built along 1 .5 miles of the western end of the 
proposed road, where topography restricts trailing options. East of that, 
livestock would trail outside the fenced road corridor. Livestock trailing 
would not be impeded by the proposed road. 

Response 269-2 

The money saved by using a shorter haul route would still be substantial for 
Alternative D. See Section 3.15, Socioeconomics. 



UndtLJadcMB )iiniaryl7.20Q2 

PuUieAfibiis Officer 

FMilalw National Forest 

llSEasl900Nonh 

Richfield, Utah S4701 

Linda' 

After reading the Quitchupah Creek Road Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
rereading parts of it, talldiig wilk odieis and i«adiiig the utiele in the Bmoy Cuutjf 
Progress following your preseoMiaii to tbe oaun^ oomminkiaen, I bane dwidgd Alt I 
am leaniog lowanl the Water HoUow option. 

TU* a|iliQB win cost more money, bm then that's not the main issue. It will not impact 
aiy aidMeolagical sites, and I feel that is important. These sites are hundreds of yeais 
iddandneedtobcpieserved. We etgoygoiiig to tbe sites diatwclaiow about, lookiiig at 
fliem. teachmizourchildrenandgnnddiiMtaiabaMtfaeia. Hw is part «f oar heritage 

and needs to be preserved 

I would like to sec a 4-wheeler/canIe trail go along side the road as it goes on up througll 
Ibe canyon. We enjoy riding this area, using it to go up onto the Old Woman through 
Jolley Mill, or going on up to tbe Acord Lake area, my parents have a caUn at Aeord 
Lake and we love gong tten. WelflcetotnvdonovertollwDuicaiiMoaiilaiiitMd 
then dropping off Uric CaayoiL We have nude these loafBoi our 4-'«diedef$iBaay 
times and for mmtf years. 

W« alw <>M hoiaes and eiijtV lidiiig thein and vrouM like to see a ooDidiir opeii fiir IIS to 
fide up dvotigh tMs caoyoiL 

Access to this area for these forms of recreation needs to be |«esened. I doot ftd that it 
would add anything to tbe cost of building tbis loadwqr. 
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Response 271-1 

See Cultural Resources Section 3.12. Cultural resource sites are protected 
under the National Historic Preservation Act and the Archeological 
Resources Protection Act. Section 106 Regulations 36CFR 800.5 and 800.6 
detail the process by which agencies determine whether an undertaking will 
adversely affect historic properties (NRHP eligible cultural resources) and 
how agencies consult to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. 

Response 271-2 

There will be no ATV trail beside the proposed road. 

A fenced cattle trail would be built along 1.5 miles of the western end of the 
proposed road, where topography restricts traiUng options. East of that, 
livestock would trail outside the fenced road corridor. The proposed road 
would not impede livestock trailing. 



Jaiiuiiy2S,2002 



Maiy C. EricksoD 
Forest Supervisor 
USDA RKCst Scrriee 
ivnnn nnwoM roten 
lis EMt 900 North 
Riclifidd.UTS470! 

RE; Quitdiupah Creek Road EIS 

DcarMs-Eikkson: 



nsMJucNMniMLraKsr 
RECEIVED 



END. 



\H> 

-!B«F_ 

_1 Qa_ 



HR_ 



nsc- 




As part ofm) business. I frequenth travel to the SUFCO nUM. I SlipporttteGamOllGtmKtflhC 
Quitchupah Creek Road for the following reasons: 

1. hwDlfaovideadaleriauefiomEbieiy County to the SUFCO hfine and the Aco^ 

tinv SRvinglinie Mid fiids 

2. Create ilowerpiaMiilityafaocidentsTrith passenger vdii^ 

and the Acord Lakes Road; 

3 . Saves wear and tear on existing highways; 

4. Provides altemative route fiiomEmefy County 10 IlieSatina ana, and 

5. Employment opportunities at die SUFCO Mm wonld be man appeaBiig to Carfaon and 

Emer\- Countj' residents. 



1 would appreciate your consideration and approval of the proposed Quitchupah Creek Road 
AlttnMiveD(Waier Hollow Beadi Route)! 



SinceRly. 




Scon Jensen, Manager 
Gary's Shoes 
1 26 Noith Main Street 
RiGlifield,UTM701 
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Response 272-1 
Comments noted. 



To: UrK]aLJacksoiVR4AJ8DAFS<lljacl(Son^fed.iis> 
<volvox@cache.net> OC: 
02/05/020651 PM So*et: quBch^Mh: the ««» 



Hello Linda. 

1 well used Sunday to better document the historic artifacts along and 
near the Ouitchupah Creek, it is so beautiful and peaceful there. I 
also took the opportunity to post, on my property, signs reflecting iv 
opinion of this issue (see attached) . These too I photographed and 
distributed via e mail to various interested and should-be interested 
parties . 

Another look at the DEIS reveals problems with the Grazing Allotments 
(fig. These rights belong to me. not E. Olsen, and are reserved 

for my use as I see fit. In fact. 1 have had discussions with local 
ranchers in an effort to keep unwanted and not permitted livestock off 
my property. I have axTSngtunnts witli • naixby rancher for him in ^ 
stead to maintain the fences, postings, and utilize the property for our 
privately held stock. 

I hope this infomtioo is applicable and useful to the BIS. 

Sincerely, 
Ton 
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Response 275-1 

Editorial changes have been made. 



Letter 
#275 
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Letter 
#275 
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Letter 
#299 



299-1 



299-2 



299-3 



299-4 



299-5 



2/6/02 



Tki Linda Jaokson 

Publle Affair Officer 
Flshlaka Halanal Farast 

Baa Qultchupah Creek Road 

At the Jan. 8, 02 Public Lands Council the BLM representatlTe stated 

that Qultchupah Creek was not used Buch by A.T.V.s/ Where Is the 

■onorltlng data to back up thla elala? 

Xau elalB there lan't enea[a;h rooa In tha upper t ■ilea to alloK an 

A>T.V. trail, but a four lane Interstate was built through Spotted Wolf. 

Geographically, A.T.V. access to the Bountaln In this area Is very 

Halted. We need A.T.T. aoceas In Qnltchuiiab Creek beoatwe leap trails 

are laportant for A.T.V. trails aanaiteaentt 

A.T.V.s are an lapartant part of this areas lifestyle and econoay. 

If anybody knows the econoalc ralue of A.T.V.s It Is Serler Countv. 

He are not at that stafce yet, but we do have the nucleus of a trails systea 

and are hoping te expand It using existing roads and trails. 

Xau didn't address an Altematlre that would hy-pass the towns In H'*^ 

Enery County. U-10 Is overloaded with local traffic. U-10 was not 

deslcned and built for this increased truck traffic. 

Hone of your Altematlres address the preblea of tmoks speedinn si.'f'' 

threuitb bery County tewns. 

Barney and Rohlnson, alobg with Utah Highway Partal and the Baery 

County Sheriff Dept. are not enforcing posted speed Halts. Fully one 

half of the eapty south bound coal trucks are exceedinir the aph speed 

Halt m fisrran hy ZOaph. 

When was the last tlae yeu saw an effleer poll ever a eoal truok? 

Barney or Beblneen trucking are not controlling their eaployees. 

You can't destroy historic or prehistoric sites, you can't build a 

road without fences. A coal haul road in Qultchupa)j„£x£ek will destroy 



Response 299-1 

There are no designated ATV trails in or adjacent to the project area so no 
data has been collected on ATV use. See Section 3.10 Visual Resources, 
Recreation, and Wilderness for explanation of current ATV use in 
Quitchupah Creek. 

Response 299-2 

A fenced cattle trail would be built along 1.5 miles of the western portion of 
the proposed road, where topography restricts trailing options. East of that, 
livestock would trail outside the fenced road corridor. Livestock trailing 
would not be impeded by the proposed road. 

This trail would not be available for ATV use. 



Response 299-3 

An alternative that included a portal loadout facility in Muddy Creek was 
considered but is not feasible for the SUFCO Mine because the interior 
mine coal transport system is aligned west and south away from Link 
Canyon and Muddy Creek. See Section 2.6. 

Response 299-4 

Analyzing the potential for speeding trucks is outside the scope of this 
project. 



Response 299-5 

Section 106 Regulations 36CFR 800.5 and 800.6 detail the process by 
which agencies determine whether an undertaking will adversely affect 
historic properties (NRHP eligible cultural resources) and how agencies 
consult to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. See Section 3.12. 

Fences will be constructed. See alternative discussions in Sections 2.2, 2.3, 
and 2.4. 
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an mren that la asod tar ftallr recreation. Learltt staeold Hulld reads 
net Hemnents. 

Your Draft E,S. Is totaly based on nenetary consideration for SUPCO 
Mine. It 18 not rlRht for Sevier County to reap all the positive beneflta 
and Baery County all the nefltiva. 

Until the abore Is addressed, keep your coal In SelTor County. 

Don W. and Bennl* P. Keele 

PO Box 217 
perron, Ut. 8U523 
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Response 299-6 

The primary purpose of the proposed Quitchupah Creek Road is to ensure 
the competitive productivity of the SUFCO Mine, as a source of economic 
stability for Sevier County and a potential source of additional income and 
revenue for Emery County, as well as provide a source of high quality coal 
for power plants (See Section 1.1, Purpose and Need). 

The Mine is an important component of local economies. The presence and 
stability of the SUFCO Mine, and the families who support it, guarantee a 
continued demand in both Sevier and Emery counties for bank loans, 
mortgages, utilities, and other goods and services. This adds to the 
economic stability of both counties. See Section 3.15, Socioeconomics. 



Letter 
#301 



Linda L Jadoon 
Public Affairs Officer 
Fishlake National Forest 
1 15 East 900 North 
Richfield, UT 84701 



Fd)niaiy6,2mZ 



301-1 



Dear Ms, Jackson: 

1 have reviewed telSISfbrQiiftcbupabCredi Road tod bmreacliedaefi)^^ 
oooGiuMiit oa (pedfic tope* addraned by tba DEIS: 

GeokflK nvnaul dtOerences between Alternatives B, C, and D 
Afr QiMCiy: mmfaaal SUmuaa between Alternatives B, C, and D 

lifoiae; mininial differences between Alternatives B, C, and D 

W(Mr QuaKty: given the vertical relief of all the terrain in this area, it is unlikely that the change 

in water quality could be quantified after the construction on any alternative. 
Wildlife. minimal differences b«twwnAheiII«tiv«»B,C,«lldD; 
Land Use, Alternate D prefened; 
Visual, Ahemate D preforad; 

Cultural, AhenxteDprefiared; 
NMhe Anoicaa: AktEOMe D inAned; 
FrivMeLadOwM^AlMMteDijnfand; 
Uixn- IiqiM^ nUnrik «oa«Nn« nmo^ 6 milei of SR-10 fio^ 
Coat to SUFCO; Ahematei B or C praftned. 

Oven that ahemates B, C and D will nwet the Purpose and Need, it appears that the Water^ 
Canyon route. Alternate D, providea the least impact to archaeologic sites and private in tereitt. I 
suggest that when public goodwil IS given the same w«i^ la Ittge ioAntiy, Atanale D ia 
piefefTed ahemative. 




Fred S, Jenkins. P.I 
880 North 200 East 
Price, UT 84S01 
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Response 301-1 

The final EIS includes discussions using several ways to contrast 
alternatives in regard to water resources. These include: number of stream 
crossings, risk of culvert failure, and proximity of road to perennial stream 
reaches. Many of the BMPs, applicant-committed meastires, agency- 
committed measures, and general construction/design components of 
proposed project are similar for all alternatives. Thus, in regard to water 
resources, impact comparison among alternatives is primarily a function of 
the alignment-specific details Usted above. 



Letter 
#340 



340-1 



340-2 



340-3 



340-4 



340-5 




US eaM 900 noitk 
lUlfliMTOl 



Comments Quttdipali 
Ms, Jackson, 

I appreciate the opportunity to exprass my opinion -lITll ptniiniiod qiJIiilwsli 
road construction. I want to express that In nw oplnkm optloa A is the oak 

option.Please allow me to state my cassw 

#1. Sufco mine has flatly stated ( In the proposal bool41lwt|lNyaw«DiMto 
produce up to eight and a half million tons of coal a rrr fmnnlt«M.II tllM QM. ■ 
shorter route they wW mate mots motwv. But thty M ^ ^ ^ , 

#2. Near the bottom of convulsion canyon Is a set of ancient petrogiyplis I 
pictographs, This camp was thought to be a major migration camp for anyw„, 
from 2500 to 6000 years. The Anaiail.the desert culture.the fremont and tiM 
Shoshone ute are all thought to have used this particular camp regularty.Optlona 
B and option C would definitely place an unacceptable Impact on this sIte.To 
desecrate this site I believe would be not only an act of Ignorance but criminal! 

ra^optlon D ( Which is the best of the worst)Meanlng most acceptable If the 
PO**' '>e''l''« ♦h's project areoverwhelming and option a is realy 
notaaopM o^ a large wintering herd of both deer and e\k use this bench (Water 
MlM^Heavy coai truck traffic would undoubtably raise havoc and the mortality 
oniMMing animals wouM be unbellevable.(But animals can someday rebuild a 
iMn|,1lM Mton sues ones they are gone win be gone forever).i dont believe 
yi*** *" sretiaeologicai sites of any real significance, But there has 

bew aonwan dgiwllie known heavy use of this area by the ancients and the 
MOasNpland ana I fealsw a real professional review and study of the area 
wotridbahiyiMr. ..•»•"" 



' t Vaa.j»« read this right One option that should be looked at very 

wmiMgratta iN» «f a eonveyor beltConveyor belts can be very enviromentally 
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Response 340-1 

The SUFCO Mine was Utah's largest coal producer in 2004. SUFCO and 
dependant trucking companies provided 20 percent of the non-farm 
employment and 28 percent of the personal income in Sevier County in 
2002. The mine is an important component of local economies. The 
presence and stability of the SUFCO Mine, and the families that support it, 
guarantee a continued demand in both Sevier and Emery counties for bank 
loans, mortgages, utilities, and other goods and services. This adds to the 
economic stability of both counties. See Section 3.15 Socioeconomic 
Resources. 

Response 340-2 

The alignment for Alternative B, Quitchupah Creek Road, and Alternative 
C, Alternate Junction, was shifted south about 250 feet. This alignment 
would place the proposed road about 300 feet away and across the creek 
from the rock art panels. The new alignment would also avoid impacting 
known cultural sites in that area located within the previous alignment. No 
additional cultural resource sites would be impacted by this reroute. 

The existing road routed between the creek and the panels would be blocked 
and not used for access. This would tend to limit access for casual visitors. 

This modification to Alternatives B&C will preclude the direct impacts of a 
busy public road next to the rock art sites. 

Response 340-3 

The design of Alternative D in the FEIS includes fences along the road to 
mitigate the impact of the proposed road across the benches. See Section 
2.4 and Section 3.5. 

Response 340-4 

A cultural resource inventory (Billat and Crosland, 2001) was conducted on 
the Water Hollow route (Alternative D). The proposed right-of-way 
corridor was routed to avoid cultural resource sites. See Section 3.12. 



Letter 
#340 

340-5 cont. 
340-6 




Response 340-5 

The terrain below the mine is too steep for a conveyor system, see Section 
2.6. A portal loadout facility in Muddy Creek is not feasible for the 
SUFCO Mine because the interior mine coal transport system is aligned 
west and south away from Link Canyon and Muddy Creek. 

Response 340-6 

See Section 2.2 Alternative B. The proposed road would be built to 
AASHTO and UDOT standards. 


• 

/ lavuirtiia^MltiitiiBliMiMhMlMlstitiiMtiMtliwoiilyraMonS^ 
/ mtwaiHacywioibeltlillwy iwiild«ctoalliHMWB to wiwite Installation and 
/ aiilBtaiiaaw. Hw opBoiw on tha load, Suteo Iw aowtMe alw IBppIng the bill. 
1 Tlwy ara wnMiig to do tWt on the cM»[>. Which l» undintaiUaMB from tlwlf 

fliay an ontir allampltag to spin the atoty to thair own b«Mllt 

In iiinwmtnf ap nqratatement 1 would like to My please let's be veiy careful In 
wiMttN do iftfil MW. Poilaitty wHI hold us aooountabla for aiv mtotakaa m 
aialia.1lw QMdvah load la not naadadlSavair County does not want to baM R ap 
toadalalandarta. 

^ lany Brown 
fjciyvivi 0- |M>Jiox2210fan«avllloUtah 

MW? 
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Letter 
#349 



349-1 



jwHiwy ,2002 

M«yC. Eiickson 

Forest Supervisor 
USDA Forest Service 
Fishlake National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
RiclifiekJ, UT 84701 

RE: Quitchupah Craek 

Dear Ms. Ericfcson: 



L 



i '-o 




As part of my business, I frequently travd tottie SUFCO mine. I support the 
construction of the Quitchupah Creek Road for the following reasons: 

1 . It will provide a stiorter route from Emery County to tlie SUFCO Mine and the 
■ AoMd Lakes area thus saving Vine and fual; 

2. Create a imverprobabillly of accidents with passenger vehicles by reduc^ 
. traffic on 1-70 and the Acofd L^kes Road; 

3. ' ^ves wear and tear on exisUng highways: 

4. Provides alternative route from Emery County to the Salina area, and 

5. Employment opportunities at the SUFCO Mine wouM t>e more appeaOng to 
Carbon and Emery County residents. 

We wouM appreciate your considerelion and approval of the proposed Quitchiipah 
Creek Road apecflioally Water Hdiow, AKernative D. 



Sincerely. rtCxJ O^^^^^JKa^ 



<S.A^ V O Xg..c.lOf&. 



5n 
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Response 349-1 

Comments noted. 



^Mfer 4i3S0sailh mam 



JJSeatXOiurlh 

(^jyards ta ihe survey en Ijic pieft^ifj cmI haul raile m ipalchpah canpm <S 
mKt It feke tfp firm te shu ,r 'k? tf^ <f » <i "^"^ ammm a proud member ef ihe shxhaa 
trik. S&iimf'jiuAerisniu.AnJmaiifiiicmhasifmrfamilrsrcQZir.Q&er^ 
i! personal le iiK.sSSaiifikaMO^^llisAKhachpoditla in thisjaracukr camvn arcs/ the 

(SJmJtver^haidbidiaeSutliiSasiftMltgiiitl AtJUmdfKmmmlmaiImm 

iheuUhexiehuustaai^viieliialdKmammMigsfimiieamxnlaiaktgt^ 
sigtt^iaoiL 'Oasra^wtsusedjarlluuscsnJseffem^tSOieiffimtt^ti^i'^f'i* 

Q0» iftien Alem-istlif ai/r upttsti (Qptm J is muck hcna dian b a- chut xiAat m 
tMiOBiienlal mtpaa studr,And an csaensm search fer all unbiexn si^Jkanl atchategied stes *r 
i^arca epben dsheuU mn he censiJercd eSher TSetO! reahe hex spcctd Ow c^niivn is. Q^€ev ate 
t^yueklhepastlhest&udeeflkicansm leJi^wAAeiSimicenjpbi^ 
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Response 372-1 

Cultural resource sites are protected under the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the Archeological Resources Protection Act. Section 
106 Regulations 36CFR 800.5 and 800.6 detail the process by which 
agencies determine whether an undertaking will adversely affect historic 
properties (NRHP eligible cultural resources) and how agencies consult to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. Consultation with tribal 
representatives (Paiute, Hopi, and Ute) is on-going. The Paiute and Ute 
tribes have accepted consulting party status and would assist in determining 
mitigation measures for impacts to cultural resource sites and Native 
American concerns. 

Response 372-2 

All of the proposed alternatives are analyzed in the EIS. A cultural resource 
inventory (Billat and Crosland, 2001) was conducted on the Water Hollow 
route (Alternative D); see Section 3.12. The proposed right-of-way corridor 
for Alternative D was routed to avoid cultural resource sites. 



Letter 
#378 



N/i»/M ne 11:11 nx ni <n <mt nst uxe nil. fokst 



a 004 



155 E lOOS 
Venice. Ul 84701 »3» 



378-1 



FoiMelMioHlMea 

Sopervisar't Ottc* 
1I5E SOON. 



■ ._^.„««jaiii«oyicei.lilioMly «W«i"^ **l. 



I fully wppon 
CKiftkipglii' 

ll^iniii Will ta>^«biwl<>H*>W^ 
IMkYop 



Rtr 



ECEIVED 



FEB 2 0 2002 
Iao 



_iQB_ 



H*NOE„ 

n£C 

TMBER- 

■■•nun- 
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Response 378-1 

Comments noted. 



Letter 
#379 



ti/U/U IDE 11:1* MX Ml IN H4T F^l UXE m. nUST 



379-1 



379-2 



RSHtMEMJKIMLraRSr 

RECErVED 


m 20 2902 




*n 


M 


BCF 




OB 






OUME 


B 


see- 




TlMBta 


■ ..X ; 








: . .,4eSSENTTO 


i 



(1ifit;_jt-^ 4) -..^^ XK^ ^ ...^ ^ 
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Response 379-1 

Section 106 Regulations 36CFR 800.5 and 800.6 detail the process by 
which agencies determine whether an undertaking will adversely affect 
historic properties (NRHP ehgible cultural resources) and how agencies 
consuh to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. See Section 3.12 for 
cuhural resources and Section 3.13 for Native American Concerns. 

Response 379-2 

Alternative C does provide a junction with SR-10 further north than 
Quitchupah Creek. See Section 2.5 Other Scenarios Considered But 
Eliminated From Detailed Study. 



Letter 
#393 



393-1 



393-2 



392-3 



fOKsr 



Linda Jackson 
Public Affairs Offtaer 
FisMake National ftrest 
115 E. 900 N. 
RkMektUT 84701 



Dear Unda, 



t PR 


AO 


' END 


B»F 

am 


RHE 




HR 


RANSe 








VUBER 




j^ymo ; 


TCOM 



IMS Mteris in regards to the EIS documents that were compiled to discuss^ 
smral imposals tnade t» pave a short cut road from the SUFCO mine to 
HighmirlO. Although tv«o«f these proposals involve property owned t>y 
myself ami Itenwtan I lite this letter to tie mo^ 
In my Odwi back yard" view point 

I am a native Utafmtxim in Sevier County. ARhough mostof mylfehas 
Iwen spent north of Sevier County, the deserts of Utah have tMoxne the 
pboeimhere I truly belong. I understand why the citizens of Sevier County 
want to accommodate the SUFCO mine as it employs many from the coonty. 
But does this new road bring in any new revenue or jobs? As an ordinary 
citizen I cannot understand why Sevier County is in favor of this rtjad. It is 
true that the coal will be delivered sooner to the power plant, but won't that 
only mean the mine itsetf will be played out sooner? If the amount of coal is 
a finite number, eventually Sevier County will be left with the upkeep on a 
road that wHt not be bringing in revenue, only taking it away. It wouW seem 
to me that tte nwney^ient for the proposed road woukJ be better spent 
adtbesskig new forms of dean energy and jobs for our progeny, "meroadis 

venr shOl^slphled and not for the common good of the CMzcns of SMv 
County. 

Of course much could be written about how this new read wwuld « 

fkxa and fauna and desfroy the ancient artifacts, but I will leave those 
writings for the experts. As a Utahn who loves ttie undisturbed desert, I am 
opposed to Proposal B, C and D. T7« only proposal that wH save the 
common good of all Utah citizens is A, "no actton" and ttlis is the only 
proposal in this EIS document that I am In favor of. 



Sincerely, 
Carolee Hammel 
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Response 393-1 

See Section 3.15 in the FEIS for socioeconomic impacts of the proposed 
road. 

Response 393-2 

The coal from SUFCO Mine is high quality and low sulphur and should be 
used in existing coal-fired power generation to lower emissions. 



Response 393-3 

Comment noted. 
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Letter 
#395 



«in$/$t vmutu ra mi m m<t nsa uxe ntl. forest 



8)008 



395-1 




J«»iU8iy>;.2002 



Maiy C. EricKson 
Forest Supervisor 
OSDA Forest Swvice 
FisMato National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
RichfieW.UT 84701 

RE: Quitchupah Creak Row* EI8 
DearMsEiidaon: 

ZSm^ and an altematr^e rouie from SUFCOmine »^ ^.^ ^ apprecala 

on the Acord Lakes 

development of the Quitchupah CreeK Kowi v^' 



Tl«nk you .or your time and conrtle.-ion of Ihia WW. 

Address: 
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Response 395-1 

Comments noted. 



OCMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATKWIS 

David Sucec 

QUrrCHUPAH CREEK ROAD PROJECT IMIAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STAIEMENT 



FisHLMerMTKmpoKsr 

RECBVED 





M 


cwn 








mo 


M 


■ ■■■■I'M 


B 






WTBHD 


PURCH 


EhflW 


TCOM 



COPIES SENT TOl_ 



Aflar nnnring Dnft EIS Md aooK ewly coRespondoKB figm SUFOO to te piiv^ 
owiicf > in Q wilct w prii, attgyiding a couple of hcftriinsi and mllrim wMt SUPOO^ K|i raig i ljil ivg^ 
ft k ippncDt to me ihit Ae lead SUFCO it icqiKslfaig j( DM oiticil ad eefl^^ 

costs to the public lands, the wildlife and the cultural resources. 

Therefore, I ask that you choose Alternative A. No Action. 

As I understand the proposal, SUFCO is asking for a pennit(s) to sacrifice a canyon, 
some of its wild and domesdc life and degrade and destroy some irreplaccillto and I 
prehistoric panels of rock ait just so that they can increase their profit. 



profit marginirill 



If SUFCX) doe* ml gel a newioid, tlwir only consequence if 
not be vtte •fgeDeniit...llM9r win KiU turn • pofit under tbe M 

While dw DEIS seems to pKaeot SUFCX) iDtoKitt in deliil, I M fliit il does not addkm 
some critical issues adequately lam e a fliMshouMbefirilycongidBedlniMidiigyoigdioiBeof 
Alternatives. 



SOaOECCNOMSC 

Under altemalivet, die DEIS lists * key McioeeoiMime tsiae to be an incnase i^ 
p^odnctiol^en^l^l^ment and iewiiue8(presttiiably fa SUFCO) witti inu e as ed 
sdmolBS fir anoy County. 

However, the economic reality is that SUFCO's good fortune comes at die expense of 
Emery County — the coal mines, miners, and truckers as well as its tax bsse fiom die loss of the 
Hunter contract. There is a chance in the fitmre that Carbon County mines may also lose market 
share to SUFCO. Even SUFCO's considerable projected savings in fiiel costs (an adminUegaal) 
would result in a loss of income to fuel distributors and truckers as well as taxes. 

Because it is only a matter of a few decades until the coal seams are exhausted, 
gbort-^enn eoooomic gcfaemes, such as SUFCO's, must be clo«ety qoegtiooed when tbey result in 
die desti ucl i M i rfdie ioiifrtenn cuhuml and ecQnoBsic be uefils . Be n e li ls diet my wdfl be 
sustained over hcodreds of years if the natural resources and rocfc art are protected (Fremont 
Indian State Fade had more dian iM.OOO visitofs in year 2000). 
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Response 399-1 

The SUFCO Mine was Utah' s largest coal producer in 2004. The mine is an 
important component of local economies. The presence and stability of the 
SUFCO Mine, and the families that support it, guarantee a continued 
demand in both Sevier and Emery counties for bank loans, mortgages, 
utilities, and other goods and services. This adds to the economic stability 
of both counties. There is assertion that it would be an economic stimulus 
for Emery County since there is an anticipated need for truck service in 
Emery due to the proximity to the SUFCO Mine. See Section 3.15 of the 
FEIS. 



Ripgndless of which Alternative is selected, the drivers using SR-IO in Emery County will hne 
to findier suffer the inconvenience of the heavy two-trailer truck two-way traffic. And, as 
iniSntni t in the DEIS, the wear and tear from the increased and frequent heavy ttada (43 tons 
fflle^ wni n ece siiu i e a niprificirt upgnde of 8R-10. 

Rather than spend the money to build a destructive new road to facilitate SUFCO's coal 
trucks and profit increase, the better solution would be to upgrade and add truck lanes to SR- 1 0 
fiom ncmoot JoncdiB M 1-70 10 the lufaaff to die kMd M near Wellin^^ 
dliBaw « leu itraiiiM iMiWi an SK.I (1 ml, «niw! tfiii wil if iilmiMly <»ft«hlifli^, v,^]^ mnilt in 

ftrlfOT flMnnjr *ir llir nr i pfffitftf ntifl fwf ntltifffll itumn^ff 

SUFCO should not ask the citizens of Utah to pay for the upgrade and lane addition 
because the road-work would be for SUFCO's economic benefit and are required because of die 
heavy impact of their coal haul tracks. SUFCO sbould provide the funding (tolls) for die 
upgrade, addition and maintensiiGeofSR-10(astfaeydofiirdieAoa>dsL«lceia«landwindo 
for the proposed roads). 



WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

Tlie DEIS inggtfes flat och road alternative will impact wildlife mil domestic hvestodc 
begiiming wiA die constznction and contiiming for the life of the road with truck-wildHffe 
eacounters. 

A major wildlife concern, not addressed in the DEIS, is the fiagmentation of the large 
mammal habitat by the Quitchupah or the Water Hollow roads. The Wasatch Plateau has already 
been carved into smaller sections by the Huntington Canyon coal haul road (SR-31), the Joe's 
Valley Real ^-29X and die Fenoa Cmqimi RmkI a%-701/Q22). 

Alie wy luJBcioadmQBilrimpah (Alternatives B and C) would create an impnging 
pl^acd and nrin iMnie^ 24 ham a day, 230 days a year—seriously fragmentiiig the habitat of 
hig» mawnab (dl^ daei; mooat^ be* and nwuittain iioiO fixmi 1-70 to Fenoa Ca^ 
Aoiit 40 K. "Ite Water Hdkw Itoad (Attemative D) wooU nnit in to 
20K) but win nsid^ as indicated by die DEIS, in even greater nundber* of InidcNrild^ 
UvaMock dMOUBten. 

The narrow ranee of benefits, for a verv' few, does not justify the loss of vital habitat, 
critical and high value \v inter and summer range for elk and deer, the disruption of raptor 
nesting, certain deaths of all species from truck encounters, and the threats to unknown and 
known threatened and sensitive species such as the leatherside chub and the flannehnouth 
tmcker. 
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Response 399-2 

Under all the alternatives SR- 1 0 will need an upgrade to facilitate continued 
public use and truck traffic, but the build alternatives remove the impact of 
coal truck traffic on the south portion of SR- 10. SR- 10 is imder the authority 
of UDOT and they would decide how to upgrade SR- 1 0 and whether to add 
truck lanes. The SR-10 project would be a separate project from the 
proposed road. 

Response 399-3 

We have reviewed the EPA document on highway development and refer to 
it in the revised sections of the FEIS to better reflect the barrier and 
fragmentation potential of the proposed road. The revision will be in the 
context that due to the poor quality soils in the project area and the 
sparseness of the vegetation most of the habitats would be classified as low 
quality. The revision discusses the effects of noise in confined sites, the 
frequency of truck traffic, the human activity, and the physical barrier the 
road may be in the ecosystem. 

Ambient or background noise levels along the proposed haul road and SRI 0 
are typical for outdoor and rural locations. As stated in the DEIS, 
additional noise from construction and haul truck activity associated with 
the proposed action will impact area near the haul truck route. Noise levels 
of outdoor and rural areas of 35 and 56 dBA were measttfed, respectfully. 
Future noise level estimates of 60 and 74dBA were noted in the DEIS. 



Noise pollution=s effects on wildlife is not well studied, but recent research 
from the U.S. Air Force and U.S. Department of the Interior, relates given 
noise levels to the effects on certain types of animals. The most relevant 
published noise effects on animals are listed below: 



Noise Source Noise Level 



Pronghoin 
Various species 
Rats, rodents 

Mouse 



77 dBA 
132 dBA 

105 dBA (continuous) 
95 dBA 

1 10 dBA (intermittent) 
105 dB(continuous) 



Subjective Description 

Escape and Running 
Anxiety-like behavior 
Hearing loss; 

Suppressed thyroid activity 
decreased in circulating eosinophils; adrenal 
activation 

longer time intervals between litters; miscarriages, 



lower weight gain 



While none of these limited studies relate directed to the study area, 
pronghom behavior with 77 dBA are directly effected by noise levels of that 
magnitude. Similar results can be assumed to occtu" for large game animals 
indigenous to the canyon area. 

The noise section addresses canyon walls inasmuch as saying, noise levels 
will likely double 200 meters away, where haul truck noise is allowed to 
dissipate in aU directions. Further, AAn increase in these predicted levels 
would be experienced is noise is prohibited ... such as, having a canyon wall 
immediately to one side of the haul road.@ 



CULTURAL RESOURCSS 

While die DEIS represents the Native American nBlatinnAip widi Ae cahnnl and nalnnl 
resouTBes (all strongly against any degradation), it is less ariwpiatB io lis iampStm and 

discussion of the prehistoric rock art, particularly the North Folic site. 

The North Fork rock art site centers on the large outcropping at the junction of North 
Folk and Quitchupah Creek. The site area also includes the West Point site (across North Fork 
raiio£( iq> canyon) and extends, along the rock wall north of die creek, about 300 yards down 
c&oyoOa to die Ghoat F^EDve site 

llie Nofli Foric site is a auyor ndc ait outdoor inuseuni in the am aad flOB ofdw moat 
inqnitant moM-^idtand silea In IMl A mdque nxk art site, iinagBs an 

am .infamppiiig Aim iimioHil far T Tteh mu-lf art^ tit- mtjnr j^nti jff inm|W III All IWllh 

side and were mosdy CKaied in variations of Ardiaic period fiMma, pactlcidarijr Aa Bazrier 
Cnywi iod OICB CaiQfm Unear a^ks. Bodi anciciit a^laa, dw Ban^ 
UldA hmgast-lived image^naldng a^ (ca. 5,600 BCS - CB 3O0). 

The most t>-pical Fremont images appear on the south facing walls. There are a smaller 
number of pecked and painted or drawn images in the Ute and, perhaps, Faiute styles — although 
diete we some images, wiwse style is atypical, that could very well be fiom their hauls. 

Anodw iBniiiil ftitin of <U« site ii a liw pedced *al ptMed figBCi 

wifli elements ftom diflbntt sQto (Bairier Canyon - Fkonani^ line adze^ 

t rmaitifliial, figwia may wwH ptm tn ha «ri>i«il m tntimg flw lnu^rHpumiti^ n vft fmjUlt from 

hmting and gadicring to a more settled liieway. 

Judging fi«B the style and levels of image repatination (a more recent pecking is dated 
1903), the Quitchupah Creek North Fork site may have been a repository for sacred images for, 
conservatively, four or five thousand years. And, indeed, Southern Paiute and Ute bands 
maintain that Quitchupah Creek is still a sacred place for them, with specific reference to the 
lodcart. 

The DEIS indicates that North Fofk is marked as • pullout site during die constructioa of 
die iKoiMaed toad Considering (he ei9«n*e of the Noidi Fade sila^ a pnUoot, widi pMfci^ 
equipment and deposits of supplies, would severely degrade die (Dviiament of die site. Hie 
construction vibrations and blasting wouM dueateo die lock ait site OMilieidaily die West End of 

die outcropping that is unstable). 

The proposed road would, most likely, destroy the Ghost Figure ridge and its two or three 
panels. In addition, it has been reported that two additional red gho.st figures have been covered 
over by the present road that cuts across the ridge. It is likely these two figures can be recovered 
if the preaent load is icmuted or deoonatnicted. 

AUioqgh die DEIS does admovdedge die certam possibility of iaacMed vandate 
because of die easier access (fee proposed road would provide; it does not address flw (crions 
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Response 399-4 

The North Fork rock art site, as well as other cultural resource sites in the 
area, have been fiuther detailed and analyzed in the FEIS. The North Fork 
site represents several cultural periods. The text in Section 3.12 regarding 
the cultural resources within the project area has been expanded to better 
describe the uniqueness and significance of the sites, as well as possible 
impacts, including secondary impacts, to cultiffal resource sites. The 
realignment of the proposed road in the area of the rock art sites now 
precludes the North Fork site area as a pullout during construction. 

The proposed alignment for Alternative B, Quitchupah Creek Road, and 
Alternative C, Alternate Junction, was shifted south about 250 feet. This 
ahgnment would place the proposed road about 300 feet away and across 
the creek from the panels. The new alignment would also avoid impacting 
known cultural sites located within the previous alignment. 

The existing road routed between the creek and the panels would be blocked 
and not used for access. This would tend to limit access for casual visitors. 
This modification to Alternatives B&C would preclude the direct impacts of 
a busy public road next to the rock art site. 

Vibrations due to construction activities, blasting, and coal truck traffic 
would not adversely affect the cultural resource sites, specifically the rock 
art sites. The proposed road route was realigned about 300 feet away from 
the rock art complex. Rock art and structural cultural resources are the site 
types potentially most susceptible to impacts from minimal 
movement/damage that could possibly lead to structural failure and loss of 
the resource. As presented in the ELM Handbook H-3150, illustration 10, 
the ELM has determined that peak velocities at the base of standing cultural 
structures and rock art should not exceed 0.75 inches per second. The 
ELM's distance of set-back, for example, is 205 feet for a 10 lb charge 
buried 10 feet. The set-back for a 10 lb charge at the surface increases to 
1,013 feet. There are no proposed blasting areas within 1,200 feet of the 
rock art complex. ELM guidelines for blasting set-backs would be utilized. 



Normal environmental conditions to which these resources are subjected on 
a daily basis and which cause similar effects include wind, temperature 
changes, humidity changes, and vibrations from aircraft and vehicles. 
Failures of prehistoric structures and rock art occur as natural events a 
function of ever-present forces of erosion and decay. Precipitation 
combined with freeze-thaw cycles and other natural processes can impact 
the stability of these sites. 

Dust from road construction would be suppressed through use of water or an 
approved dust suppressant. There is no conclusive evidence that emissions 
would impact the rock art. 



ooBwqfiiences of die hnvy track tnfiSc will haw for dw lock art 

A voy aignificaiit llaeat to Ihe lock art. alfluu^ not addreaaed in die DEIS, te die oily 
diesei exhaust and oo^ dust blow-off, which would setde on the smfacc of the rode sit pands. 

Given the heavy truck traffic (1000 plus trips every 24 hours, 250 days a year) and the 
dose fioxiinity of the load to the lock ait (suniey stakes within 35 feet of the oulcnippiiig); it is 
abwd to imagine that the rode art images would not suffer from ftlkxiL 

Art conservators have known, for half a century, that many granite and marble 
monuments are seriously degraded fiom the effects of smog, airborne particles, and in a 
aniprisin^ihortpaiodofa few decades (since sandatnneiaiwidiao ft gdiangianil^dia 
d^ndation hate eonU wcU be qnidcar). tin diaaolntion of dw mdc im&ce eanniit b»i«^^ 
or canceled. Neidier would clendng be iN»9iU« becnise of dw fiagility of die pahtf^ 
s wwi sl w ie suiibcCL 

Finally, the environment/atmosphere that is necessary to experience the aesthetics and 
sacredness of this site must be natural and peaceful — whether the visitor is an admirer of lock art 
era Native American pilgrim. The presence of a paved mad and die attendant noise and hnpact 
of the large trucks would be grossly iruppropriate. 

Coosidaing Imrnamw die benefits would be fir a vay few, how great the loss to a 
lehtively priAie cngitM ani wiMUfe popoladegi, ud the kv^ 

sipuficant and intipboeable pidiislotic rode art sites (and die dinnnidiHig of thek- k)ng4em 
ooltnnl and eeoaomic value); the appiopriale eiloiee is Alteniative A, No Aclka. 

Thank yoD or your coosidetatioo. 



David Sucec 

S32S^Av«nie 

Sah Lake atjr, Udi 84102 

80l-359>«904 

davidflu^BOcciuweslJiBl 
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Response 399-4 cent. 

Coal truck trailers would be covered and subjected to an air bath after 
loading to minimize fugitive coal dust. Quantifying air pollution damage is 
difficult. The damage function is the quantitative relationship relating the 
influence of a pollutant, such as diesei emissions, on a receptor-like stone. 
The mathematical form of the damage function depends on whether the 
ambient air concentration or deposition rate is the measure of pollution and 
also on the measure of damage, such as surface loss or chemical denudation 
(Livingston 2002). Air pollution standards are created for human health 
protection utilizing ambient air quality standards. A meastire of deposition 
rate would be more appropriate in determining the affects on rock art. 

Motor vehicles generate three major pollutants: hydrocarbons, nitrogen 
oxides, and carbon monoxide. Nitrogen oxides are produced from buring 
fuels, including gasoline and coal. Ground-level ozone is a product of 
reactions between chemicals that are produced by burning coal, gasoline, 
other fuels, and chemicals. Vehicles and industries are the major sources of 
ground-level ozone. Particulate Matter is any type of solid in the air in the 
form of smoke, dust, and vapors, which can remain suspended for extended 
periods. Particulates are produced by many sources, including btiming of 
diesei fuels by trucks, fossil fuels, road construction, and industrial 
processes such as mining. Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) are 
organic chemicals, many of which are hazardous air pollutants. Vehicle 
emissions are an important source of VOCs. As stated above, these are 
human health standards which do not apply readily to the damage function. 
Therefore stating that these emissions/pollutants are within or out of 
acceptable range does not imply the same in regards to affects to rock art in 
the area. Sufficient data does not exist and therefore does not appear in the 
analysis. 



Letter 
#405 



405-1 
405-2 



Match 1,2002 



Linda L. Jackson 
Public Affairs OfiBcer 
l ishlakc National Forest 
115 East 900 North 
Iticiifidil.UMb<4701 



fOFlcIDRANGEROISTraCT 
RECEIVED 

m -tm 



i!ecisAiKm_ 



RANGE- 
UMBER- 



Sidseet: QidelfaD|idi Ocdc Road Diaft EnvironiiKn^ 

I Iwt reviewed the suljecldocuncm and I a|q)reciate the t q ip w t ^ ^ 



I did not fiwl any defects in the documnt and wouMrecommaid it be itsoedasthefiatlEIS. 

I recommend AlteniativeD-WaMrHonow Alignment be adopttd. Even though it is tbe more 
HtpftWivr nHgTHIlfm it f IWliFlff «*» impnrtiinl prnhlelM Mihile ttfll providing aigaificmt 
ecoKMnc bettfitt. I wiO hst the meior proUems I see with the other akemalives. 

Akcnalive B - Qnictlinpih Ocdc Road: 

The road wiD have significam impact on the major rock art panel which is very 
important to the people of Enicr> County. The amount of truck traffic using the 
road and passing so close to the panel will make it ver\' difficult to enjoy tlie panel 

The junction with SR 10 will be at the bottom of a very steep hill and will probably 
t traffic delays. 



Akcmalive C - AheraAe Junction Willi SR 10 

The road will have the same impact on the rock ait aiAllcnialiveBbaldK 

junction with SR 10 wiL be much improved. 

Thank you for the opportunity to make these conanents. 



Kent Petersen 
PO Box 935 
FdnMi,UT84S23 
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Response 405-1 

The proposed Alternate B and C road corridor has been realigned in the area 
of the rock art panels. This new alignment would place the proposed road 
about 300 feet away and across the creek from the panels. The aligimient 
would also avoid impacting known cultural sites located within the previous 
alignment. This modification to Alternatives B&C would preclude the 
direct impacts of a busy public road next to the rock art sites. 

Response 405-2 

See Section 3.14, Transportation. Currently traffic congestion due to coal 
trucks is experienced on the Acord Lakes Road and SR- 1 0 at the steep grade 
on Quitchupah Hill. The proposed road would alleviate traffic congestion 
on Acord Lakes Road and SR-10 from Fremont Junction to Quitchupah 
Creek Bridge. The Alternative B junction with SR-10 would include 
modifications such as turn lanes, expansion of the bridge across Quitchupah 
Creek, and an acceleration lane up Quitchupah Hill in order to alleviate 
traffic congestion. Alternative C would alleviate traffic congestion on 
Qtiitchupah HiU as it junctions with SR-10 to the north. 
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8.0 GLOSSARY 

Action: All activities or programs of any kind authorized, funded or carried out, in whole or in part, by 
Federal agencies in the United States or upon the high seas. An action includes the granting of permits, 
contracts, or leases. 

Action Area: All areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the 
immediate area involved in the action. 

Affected Environment: Surface resources (including Socioeconomic elements) within or adjacent to a 
geographic area that could potentially be affected by proposed activities. The environment of the area to 
be affected by the Alternatives under consideration. 

Air Quality Classes: Classifications established under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration portion 
of the Clean Air Act that limits the amount of air pollution considered significant within an area. Class I 
applies to areas where almost any change in air quality would be significant. Class II applies to areas 
where the deterioration normally accompanying moderate, well-controlled growth would be permitted, 
and Class III applies to areas where industrial deterioration would generally be allowed. 

Airshed: A volume of air defined by geographical boundaries. 

Alignment: The specific, surveyed route of the road. 

Alluvial Material: Material transported and deposited by running water in riverbeds, lakes, alluvial fans 
and valleys. Includes clay, silt, sand, gravel, and mud. 

Alternative: A combination of management prescriptions applied in specific amoimts and locations to 
achieve a desired management emphasis as expressed in goals and objectives. One of several policies, 
plans, or projects proposed for decision making. One Alternative need not substitute for another in all 
respects. 

Analysis Area: A delineated area of land subject to analysis. 

Animal Unit Month: The amount of forage necessary to sustain one cow and one calf or its equivalent for 
one month. 

Applicant Committed Measures: Steps planned or taken toward the accomplishment of a purpose. 

Aquatic Ecosystem: All organisms in a water-based community plus the associated environmental 
factors. 

Aquatic Wildlife: Animals who live in a water-based ecosystem. 
Aquifer: A layer of geologic material that contains water. 

Attainment Area: An airshed or volume of air defined primarily by geographical boundaries in which the 
concentrations of criteria pollutants do not exceed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
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Average Annual Daily Traffic: The total volume passing a point or segment of a highway facility, in both 
directions, for one year, divided by the number of days in the year. 

Beneficial Effect. A "Beneficial Effect" decision is w^arranted when a project or activity w^ill substantially 
improve the habitat or status of a listed species or its habitat. 

Best Management Practices: Best management practices (BMPs) means schedules of activities, 
prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures, and other management practices. BMPs also include 
treatment requirements, operating procedures, and practices. 

Big Game Winter Range: The area available to and used by big game (large mammals normally managed 
for sport hunting) through the w^inter season. 

Big Game: Larger species of wildlife that are hunted such as elk, deer, moose, and mountain lion. 

Biological Diversity: The diversity or numbers of species that collectively represent the living plants and 
animals within a local, regional, or continental landscape. 

Biological Assessment: Information prepared by or under the direction of the Federal agency concerning 
listed species that may be present in the action area and the evaluation of potential effects of the action on 
such species and habitats. The purpose of the biological assessment is to evaluate the potential effects of 
the action on listed or proposed species or designated or proposed critical habitat, and determine whether 
any such species and habitats are likely to be adversely affected by the action. Biological Assessments 
are conducted for major Federal construction projects requiring an EIS. 

Biological Evaluation: A documented Forest Service activities in sufficient detail to determine how an 
action or Proposed Action may affect any threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species. 

Biological Opinion: An official report by the USFWS or National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
issued in response to a formal Forest Service request for consultation or conference. It states whether an 
action is likely to result in jeopardy to a listed species or adverse modification of its critical habitat. 

Biotic Condition Index: Relative values of a biological community based on a comparison of the observed 
to an "expected" community at the area of interest. 

Broadcast Seeding: Distribution of seed by a fan or hand spreading. 

Browse: That part of the current leaf and twig growth of shrubs, wood vines, and trees available for 
animal consumption. 

Bureau of Land Management: The U.S. Department of the Interior agency responsible for managing 
most Federal government subsurface minerals. It has surface-management responsibility for Federal 
lands designated under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 

Candidate Species: Any species not yet officially listed but that are undergoing a status review or are 
proposed for listing according to the Federal Register notices published by the Secretary of the Interior or 
the Secretary of Commerce. 

Contrast: The effect of a striking difference in the form, line, color, or texture of an area being viewed. 
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Colluviah Consisting of a mixture of soil and angular fragments of rock which have acciunulated at the 
foot and on slopes of mountainsides under the influence of gravity. 

Council on Environmental Quality: An advisory council to the President established by the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969. It reviews Federal programs for their affect on the environment, 
conducts environmental studies, and advises the President on environmental matters. 

Critical Habitat: Specific areas within the geographical area occupied by the species on which are found 

those physical and biological features (1) essential to the conservation of the species; and (2) which may 
require special management considerations or protection. Critical habitat shall not include the entire 
geographic area which can be occupied by the threatened and endangered species. 

Crucial Habitat: A biological feature that, if lost, would adversely affect the species. 

Cultural Resources Inventory: A field inventory designed to locate cultural resource sites within an area. 

Cultural Resources Inventory Classes: 

Class I - An existing data survey (i.e. file search). This is an inventory of a study area to (1) provide a 
narrative overview of cultural resources by using existing information; and (2) compile existing cultural 
resource site record data on which to base the development of the research designs and studies. 
Class II - A sampling field inventory designed to locate, from surface and exposed profile indications, all 
cultural resource sites within a portion of an area so that an estimate can be made of the cultural resources 
for the entire area. 

Class III - An intensive field inventory designed to locate, fi-om surface and exposed profile indicators, all 
cultural resource sites within a portion of an area. 

Cultural Resources: Those fi-agile and nonrenewable remains of human activity, occupation, or endeavor 
reflected in districts, sites, structures, buildings, objects, artifacts, ruins, works or art, architecture, and 
natural features that were of importance in human events. 

Cumulative Impact: The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions, cumulative impacts can result 
fi-om individually minor, but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. 

dBA - The sound pressure levels in decibels measured with a frequency weighing network corresponding 
to the A-scale on a standard soxmd level meter. The A-scale tends to suppress lower frequency that occur 
below 1,000 Hz. 

Decibels - Units for describing amplitude of sound frequencies to which the human ear is sensitive. 

Dispersed Recreation: That portion of outdoor recreation use that occurs outside of developed sites in the 
unroaded and roadbed Forest environment (i.e., hunting, backpacking, and camping). 

Displacement: As applied to wildlife, forced shifts in the patterns of wildlife use either in location or 
timing of use. 
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Diversity: (1) The relative abundance of wildlife species, plant species, communities, habitats, or habitat 
features per unit of area; or (2) The distribution and abundance of different plant and animal communities 
and species within the area covered by a Land Resource Management Plan (36 CFR Part 219.3). 

Duration : The length of time an activity and its impacts will be taking place. 

Ecosystem: All organisms in a community plus the associated environmental factors. 

Effects (also see Impacts): 

Direct Effects - Caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. 

Indirect Effects - Caused by the action later in time or farther removed in distance but still reasonably 
foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced 
changes in the pattern of land use, population density or grovv^ rate, and related affects on air and water 
and other natural systems, including ecosystems. 

Endangered Species: Any species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its 
range. 

Environmental Analysis: An analysis of Alternative actions and their predictable short and long-term 
environmental effects that include physical, biological, economic, social, and environmental design 
factors and their interactions. 

Environmental Assessment: A concise public dociunent prepared to provide sufficient evidence and 
analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a FONSI. It includes a 
brief discussion of the need for the proposal. Alternatives considered, enviroimiental impact of the 
Proposed Action and Alternatives, and a list of agencies and individuals consulted. Prepared by the 
responsible Federal agency consistent with 40 CFR 1508.9. 

Environmental Impact Statement: A formal public document prepared to analyze the impacts on the 
environment of the proposed project or action and released for comment and review. An EIS must meet 
the requirements of NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and directives of the agency responsible for the proposed 
project or action. 

Erosion Hazard: The probability of soil loss resulting from complete removal of vegetation and litter. It 
is an interpretation based on potential soil loss in relation to tolerance values. 

Ephemeral stream. Tj^ically dry, except during direct and short-term response to storm runoff or 
snovraielt; is not influenced by the water table. 

Erosion: (1) The wearing away of the land surface by running water, wind, ice, or other geological agents 
including such processes as gravitational creep; or (2) Detachment and movement of soil or rock 
fragments by water, wind, ice, or gravity. 

Exotic: Foreign, not native 

Exploration: Drilling, excavating, and geological, geophysical or geochemical surveying operations 
designed to obtain detailed data on the physical and chemical characteristics of Federal coal and its 
environment including the strata below the Federal coal, overburden, and strata above the Federal coal, 
and the hydrologic conditions associated with the Federal coal. 
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Fault: A fracture in bedrock along which there has been vertical and/or horizontal movement caused by 
differential forces in the earth's crust. 

Faulting: Relative displacement of adjacent bedrock along a fracture. 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976: Public Law 94-579 signed by the President on 
Management October 21, 1976. Established public land policy; to establish guidelines for its 
administration; to protect for the management, protection, development, and enhancement of the public 
lands; and for other purposes. 

Federal Lands: Lands owned by the United States, without references to how the lands were acquired or 
what Federal agency administers the land, including surface estate, mineral estate and coal estate, but 
excluding lands held by the United States in trust for Indians, Aleuts or Eskimos. 

Floodplain: The lowland and relatively flat area adjoining inland waters including, at a minimum, that 
area subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year. 
Fluvial: A comprehensive term describing river processes. 

Forage: All browse and herbaceous foods that are available to grazing/browsing animals. 

Forest Service: The agency of the United States Department of Agriculture responsible for managing 
National Forests and Grasslands under the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act of 1960. 

Fossil: The remains or traces of an organism or assemblage of organisms that have been preserved by 
natural processes in the earth's crust exclusive of organisms that have been buried since the beginning of 
historical time. 

Fracture: A crack, joint, fault, or other break in rocks. 

Fugitive Dust - Dust particles suspended randomly in the air from road fravel, excavation, and other 
similar types of operations. 

Game Species: Any species of wildlife or fish for which seasons and bag limits have been prescribed and 
that are normally harvested by hunters, frappers, and fishermen under State or Federal laws, codes, and 
regulations. 

Graben: An elongate, relatively depressed crustal unit or block that is bounded by faults on its long sides. 
Gradient: The slope (rise/run) of a surface or sfream profile. 

Habitat Type: An aggregation of all land areas potentially capable of producing similar plan communities 
at climax. 

Habitat: A specific set of physical conditions that surround a single species, a group of species, or a large 
community. In wildlife management, the major components of habitat are considered to be food, water, 
cover, and living space. 

Human Environment: The factors that include, but are not limited to, biological, physical, social, 
economic, cultural, and aesthetic factors that interrelate to form the enviroimient. 
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Impact (See Effects): The effect, influence, alteration, or imprint caused by an action. 

Indirect Effects: Secondary effects that occur in locations other than the initial action or significantly later 
in time. 

Intermittent stream. Flows are generally sustained for 6 months or more during the year, and are dry or 
have very diminished flow seasonally. During a portion of the year, flows are influenced by direct 
interaction with the water table. 

Invertebrate: An animal lacking a spinal column. 

Irretrievable: Use or consumption of a resource that is neither renewable nor recoverable for use by 
future generations. 

Irreversible: A primary or secondary impact that limits the future options for a resource. 

Key Observation Point: Critical viewpoints that are usually along commonly traveled routes or at other 
likely observation points. 

Landslide: A perceptible downhill sliding or falling of a mass of soil and rock lubricated by moisture or 
snow. 

Leasable Minerals: Minerals acquired only by lease and generally include oil, gas, coal, oil shale, 
sodium, potassium, phosphate, native asphalt, solid and semi-solid bitumen, and deposits of sulfur. 

Lease: A Federal lease, issued under the coal leasing provisions of the mineral leasing laws, which grants 
the exclusive right to explore for and extract coal. In provisions of this group that also refer to Federal 
leases for minerals other than coal, the term Federal coal lease may apply. 

License to Mine: A license issued under the provisions of 43 CFR Part 3440 to mine coal for domestic 
use. 

Licensee: The holder of an exploration license. 

Long-Term: Describes impacts that would occur over a 20-year period or more. 

May Affect - Likely to Adversely Affect: A "May Affect - Likely to Adversely Affect" determination is 
warranted when it is found a project or activity will have effects on a listed species or critical habitat, and 
those effects are likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat. 

May Affect - Not Likely to Adversely Affect: A "May Affect - Not Likely to Adversely Affect" 
determination is warranted when it is found a project or activity will have effects on a listed species or 
critical habitat, but those effects are not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat. 

Mitigation: Includes: 

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree of magnitude of the action and its implementation. 

(c) Rectifying the impact of repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment. 
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(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the 

life of the action. 

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 

Multiple-Use: Management of the surface and subsurface resources so that they are jointly used in the 
manner that will best meet the present and future needs of the public without permanent impairment of 
the productivity of the land or the quality of the environment. 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969: Public Law 91-190. Established environmental policy for 
the nation. Among other items, NEPA requires Federal agencies to consider environmental values in 
decision-making processes. 

National Forest Management Act: A law passed in 1 976 as amendments to the Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act that requires the preparation of Regional and Forest plans and the 
preparation of regulations to guide that development. 

National Forest System: All National Forest Systems lands reserved or withdrawn from the public 
domain of the United States; all National Forest System lands acquired through purchase, exchange, 
donation, or other means the National Grasslands and land use projects administered under Title III of the 
Bankhead- Jones Farm Tenant Act (7 U.S.C. 1010 et seq.); and other lands, waters, or interests therein 
which are administered by the U.S.D.A. Forest Service or are designated for administration through the 
U.S.D.A. Forest Service as apart of the system (16 U.S.C. 1609). 

National Historic Preservation Act: An act passed in 1966 to establish a program for the preservation of 
Historic Properties throughout the Nation. 

National Register of Historic Places: A hsting of architectural, historical, archaeological, and cultural 
sites of local, state, or national significance established by the Historic Preservation Act of 1966. 

No Action Alternative: No action or activity would take place. Another definition is where ongoing 
programs described within the existing Land Management Plan continue. No decision would be made 
and no leases would be offered. 

No Effect: A "No Effect" determination is warranted when a project or activity will not have any effect 
on a listed species or its critical habitat. 

Non-attainment Area: for any regulated air pollutant, an area for (1) which is shown by monitored data or 
is calculated by air quality modeling or any other method determined by the administrator to be reliable, 

to exceed any national standard of ambient air quality for the regulated air pollutant; (2) which is 
designated as a non-attainment area by the governor; and (3) which is promulgated as a non-attainment 
area by the administrator. 

Noxious Weeds: Rapidly spreading plants that cause a variety of major ecological impacts to both 
agriculture and wild lands. 

Off-Road Vehicle: Any motorized vehicle designed for or capable of cross-country travel on or 
immediately over land, water, snow, ice, marsh, swampland or other natural terrain. It includes, but is not 
hmited to, four-wheel drive or low-pressure-tire vehicles, motorcycles and related two-wheel vehicles, 
amphibious machines, ground-effect, air-cushion, or ATVs. 
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Overstory: The portion of a plant community consisting of the taller plants on the site; the forest or 
woodland canopy. 

Paleontology: The branch of geology concerned with the study of the fossil remains of animal and plant 
life of past geological periods. 

Particulates: Small particles suspended in the air and generally considered pollutants. 

Perennial Stream. Flows approximately 90-100 percent of the time; has a significant base flow 
component derived fi-om groundwater sources. 

Prehistoric Site: Archaeologic sites associated with American Indians and usually occurring before 
contact with Europeans. 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration: A classification established to preserve, protect, and enhance the 
air quality in National Wilderness Preservation System areas in existence prior to August 1 977 and other 
areas of National significance while ensuring economic growth can occur in a manner consistent with the 
preservation of existing clean air resources. Specific emission limitations and other measures, by class, 
are detailed in the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 1875, et seq.). 

Prime Farmland: Land that is best suited to producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. It has 
the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to economically produce sustained high 
crop yields if acceptable farming methods are used. Prime farmland produces the highest yields with 
minimal inputs of energy and money, and farming it result in the least damage to the environment. 

Proposed Endangered Species: A taxon which has already been formally proposed to be listed as 
endangered. 

Range Allotment: A designated area of land available for livestock grazing upon which a specified 
number and kind of livestock may be grazed under an allotment management plan. It is the basic land 
unit used to facilitate management of the range resource on National Forest System lands administered by 
the U.S.D.A. Forest Service. 

Rare Species: A plan or wildlife species, or subspecies, that is limited to a restricted geographic range or 
one that occurs sparsely over a wider area. 

Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario: The prediction of potentially future actions, occurring in 
within the cumulative assessment area, within a designated period of time. 

Reclamation: Returning disturbed lands to a form and productivity that will be ecologically balanced and 
in conformity with a predetermined land management plan. 

Record of Decision: A document separate irom, but associated with, an environmental impact statement 
that publicly and officially discloses the responsible official's decision on the Proposed Action. 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum: Land delineations that identify a variety of recreation experience 
opportunities in six classes along a continuum from primitive to urban. Each class is defined in terms of 
natural resource settings, activities and experience opportunities. The six classes are: Urban, Rural, 
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Roadbed, Natural, Semiprimitive Motorized, Semiprimitive Nonmotorized, and Primitive. 
Research Natural Area: An area in a natural condition which exemplifies typical or unique vegetation and 
associated biotic, soil, geologic, and aquatic features. The area is set aside to preserve a representative 
sample of an ecological community primarily for scientific and educational purposes. 

Residual Adverse Impacts: Those effects remaining after implementation of mitigation measures. 

Restore: To bring back landscape to a former or original condition or appearance. 

Revegetation: The reestablishment and development of self-sustaining plant cover. On disturbed sites, 
this normally requires human assistance such as seed bed preparation, reseeding, and mulching. 

Riffle: A shallow section of stream with rapid current and a surface broken by gravel, rubble, or boulders. 

Right-of-way: An accurately located strip of land with a defined width, point of beginning, and point of 
ending. It is the area within which the user has authority to conduct operations approved or granted by 
the landowner in an authorizing document, such as a permit, easement, lease, license, or Memorandum of 
Understanding. 

Riparian: Riparian areas consist of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, those lands in a position to directly 
influence water quality and water resources, whether or not free water is available. This would include all 
lands in the active flood channel and lands immediately upslope of stream banks. These areas may be 
associated with lakes, reservoirs, estuaries, potholes, marshes, streams, bogs,, wet meadows, and 
intermittent or permanent streams where free and unbound water is available. 

Roadbed, Natural: A recreation opportunity classification term describing a land area that has been 
predominately a natural appearing environment with moderate evidence of sights and sounds of humans. 
Concentration of users is moderate to low. Roads of better than primitive class are usually with 0.5 mile. 
A broad range of motorized and nonmotorized activity opportunities are available. Management 
activities, including timber harvest, are present and harmonize with the natural environment. 

Roadless: Refers to the absence of roads that have been constructed and maintained by mechanical means 
to ensure regular and continuous use. 

Scenic Quality Classes: The designation (A, B, or C) assigned a scenic quality rating unit to indicate the 
visual importance or quality of a unit relative to other units within the same physiographic province. 

Scoping Process: An early and open public participation process for determining particular issues to be 
addressed in an environmental document and for identifying the significant issues related to a Proposed 
Action. 

Sensitive Species: Those plant or animal species that are susceptible or vulnerable to activity impacts or 
habitat alterations. 

Significant: An effect that is analyzed in the context of the Proposed Action to determine the importance 

of the effect either beneficial or adverse. The degree of significance is related to other actions with 
individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to 
anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the environment and when the affects on the quality of the 
hiunan environment are likely to be highly confroversial. 
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Subgrade Strength: The portion of the roadway below the base and surface and its ability to carry loads. 
Surface Strength: The portion of the roadway that includes the pavement and base material and its abihty 
to carry loads. 

Terrestrial Wildlife: Animals who live in a land-based ecosystem, as opposed to water or air. 

Threatened Species: Any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable 
future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 

Total Dissolved Solids: Salt or an aggregate of carbonates, bicarbonates, chlorides, sulfates, phosphates, 
and nitrates of calcium, magnesium, manganese, sodium, potassium, and other cations that form salts that 
are dissolved or present in water. 

Track-out: The particles, such as coal dust, left behind along the road as a truck travels through an area. 
These particles settle on the truck or are picked up on the tires during loading activities. 

Vibration: The simple periodic to-and-fro motion of a body, etc. 

Visual Quality Objectives: Based upon variety class, sensitivity level, and distance zone determinations. 
Each objective describes a different level of acceptable alteration based on aesthetic importance. The 
degree of alteration is based on contrast with the surrounding landscape. 
Preservation : In general, hiunan activities are not detectable to the visitor. 

Retention : Human activities are not evident to the casual Forest visitor. 

Partial Retention : Human activities may be evident, but must remain subordinate to the characteristic 
landscape. 

Modification : Human activity may dominate the characteristic landscape, but must, at the same time, use 
naturally established form, line, color, and texture. It should appear as a natural occurrence when viewed 
in middleground or background. 

Maximxun Modification : Human activity may dominate the characteristic landscape but should appear as 
a natural occurrence when viewed as background. 

Enhancement : A short-term management alternative that is completed with the express purpose of 
increasing positive visual variety where little variety now exists. 

Visual Resource: The composite of basic terrain, geologic features, water features, vegetative patterns, 
and land use effects that typify a land unit and influence the visual appeal of the unit. 

Visual Resource Management System: The BLM system for evaluating and classifying visual resources. 
The system uses line, form, color, texture, scale, and space to categorize lands into one of four classes: 

Class I : Preservation 

Class II : Retention 

Class III : Partial Retention 

Class IV : Modification 

Watershed: An entire area that contributes water to a drainage system or stream. 

Wilderness: An area designated by congressional action under the 1964 Wilderness Act. Wilderness is 
defined as undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and influence without permanent 
improvements or himian habitation. 
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Wind Erodihility Group: Indicates a soil's susceptibility to wind erosion based upon its particle resistance 
as described by the percentage of dry soil aggregates larger than 0.033 inches. These values range from 1 
to 8 with 1 being the most erodible. 

Wetlands: Lands where saturation with water is the primary factor determining the nature of soil 
development and the kinds of animal and plant communities living under or on it surface. 
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Appendix A 



Legal Descriptions 
of the Quitchupah Creek Road Project Area 



Quitchupah Creek Road Alignment - Alternative B: ^^^^^^1 


Junction Acord Lakes Road: 
through: 

Junction SR 10: 


SWl/4 of Section 11, T.22 South, R.4 East, SLBM 

Section 12, T.22 South, R.4 East, SLBM 

Sections 18, 17, 16, 15, 14, 13, 24, T.22 South, R.5 East, SLBM 

Section 19, T.22 South, R.6 East, SLBM 

NWl/4 of Section 30, T.22 South, R.6 East, SLBM 


Alternate Junction and Alternate Design - Alternative C: ^^^^^^^ 


Junction Quitchupah Creek Road: 

through: 

Junction SR 10: 


SWl/4 of Section 13, T.22 South, R.5 East, SLBM 

Section 18, T.22 South, R.6 East, SLBM 

SWl/4 of Section 17, T.22 South, R.6 East, SLBM 


Water Hollow Alternate Alignment - Alternative D: 


Junction Quitchupah Creek Road: 
through: 

Junction SRIO: 


SEl/4 of Section 18, T.22 South, R.5 East, SLBM 

Sections 18, 17, 20, 21, 28 and 33, T.22 South, R.5 East, SLBM 

Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, T.23 South, R.5 East, SLBM 

Section 35, T.22 South, R.5 East, SLBM 

NWl/4 of Section 1, T.23 South, R.5 East, SLBM 
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Best Management Practices (BMPs) 



Best Management Practices 
to 

Insure That Water Quality is Maintained 



Along with standard engineering designs and special construction methods for the types of substrate 
encountered along the proposed alignment or alternatives, additional design, construction, and 
maintenance commitments would be made to protect stream, soil, and aquatic resources. These 
commitments take the form of environmental protection measures and/or Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) that would be implemented where applicable. They are based upon sound, tested techniques 
from established sources, including, but not limited to, Utah Department of Transportation Road 
Drainage Manual (UDOT, ); various U.S. Forest Service Road- Water Interaction publications (Fumiss, 
1997; Copstead, 1998; Flanagan, 1998; Moll, 1999); ELM (undated); Wasatch-Cache National Forest 
BMPs (USFS, 2001); State of Utah (1995); and local USFS personnel. 

DESIGN BMPS 

Drainage Crossings 

• Proper engineering design would insure that the existing channel configurations immediately 
up- and downstream of culverts are maintained to the maximum extent possible. This would 
include maintenance of cross sectional dimensions, profile, velocity, and flow patterns. 
Removal of existing riparian vegetation would be restricted to the minimum necessary for the 
maneuvering of equipment and the actual disturbed footprint. 

• Channel crossing culverts would be designed to pass the peak flow, sediment, and debris 
associated with the 100-year event without headwater allowances greater than the culvert 
diameter. For example, where a crossing culvert is 36 inches, headwater depth would be less 
than or equal to 36 inches. 

• Culvert crossings in streams where fisheries have been identified would be designed to pass 
appropriate species and life- stages during appropriate times of the years during both high and 
low flow conditions. The relevant design criteria and final designs would be determined 
through consultation with DWR and USFS fisheries biologists. Flow depth, flow velocity, and 
grade would be among the items the final design would take into consideration. 

• In the interest of passing sediment and debris, and facilitating maintenance, minimum culvert 
diameter would be 24 inches. This would apply to channel crossings, ditch relief culverts, 
irrigation canal crossings, and all other culverts used in the project. 

• Culvert inverts would be placed a couple of inches under the bed surface, along grade, 
whenever possible. This would allow a natural substrate to bed the culvert to provide aquatic 
benefits as well as reduce the potential for up- and downstream channel changes. 

• Road fills at culvert inlets would be protected through the use of wing walls or similar 
structures such as vegetation, boulders, shotcrete, gunnite, or molded steel plate culvert ends, 
for flow depths up to those associated with the 100-year peak flow. 



• Energy dissipating rock aprons would be used at culvert outlets to return flows to an acceptable 
velocity and depth as they exit the culvert. The distance downstream that the aprons would 
extend would be based upon site conditions as modeled by standard UDOT engineering design 
techniques to calculated outflow distances. 

• Unless specific conditions are prohibitive, culverted crossings would be placed perpendicular to 
the roadway, in other words with the road approaching the natural channel alignment at a 90 
degree angle. However, where the road alignment cannot accommodate this, the channel 
would not be realigned, and thus the angle would not be perpendicular. 

• The width of the road fill at the crossing would be limited to the minimum necessary for the 
crossing. For example, pull out lanes, wide shoulders, etc. would not occur in these areas 
unless required for safety. 

• All terms and requirements of the relevant Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit for Road 
Crossings (NWP 14) would be followed at crossings for which it applies. These are not 
repeated here, but are incorporated by reference. 

• Culverts would be installed and maintained to avoid inlet scouring and to prevent erosion of 
downstream banks. This includes such items as use of rock aprons, protected fills, installation 
along grade but slightly below bed elevation and other items discussed in this section. 

• Crossings would be designed such that, if failure occurs due to blockage or capacity 
exceedance, flow would be returned to the natural channel and would not continue along the 
roadway toward another channel or an overland areas (least consequence flow path during 
overtopping). In many cases, this would be done simply by installing a slight depression in the 
crossing vicinity that does not interfere with traffic speeds. 

Road Drainage Network 

• Ditch relief culverts would be installed at spacings adequate to manage runoff, generally no 
more than 500 feet apart. The spacing of ditch relief culverts would not exceed 250 feet in 
locations where the road is within 500 feet of perennial streams. As with all culverts used in 
the project, the minimum ditch relief culvert diameter would be 24 inches in order to prevent 
plugging by passing sediment and debris, and to facilitate maintenance. 

• Rerouting or transferring of up-gradient runoff water via roadside ditches to adjacent basins, 

even on a small sub-basin scale, which would result in a cross-basin diversions that could alter 
natural flow and sediment regimes, would be avoided. This would be done by properly 
locating and spacing ditch relief culverts. 

• Runoff from road surfaces would be discharged in a manner so as to avoid directly converging 
with stream channels wherever possible, minimizing or eliminating hydrologic connectivity 
between the road drainage network and the stream channels. This would be done by: (1) 
properly locating ditch lines and ditch relief culverts; (2) by grading slopes away from channel 
networks; and/or (3) by allowing sufficient distance for flows leaving a ditch relief culvert to 
re-infiltrate and deposit sediments. Where it is not possible to prevent a ditch or cross drain 
from draining more or less directly to a channel, the ditchline would be armored until reaching 
the next upstream ditch relief. 



• Where possible, cross drains and ditch turn outs would be sites on gently sloping, stable terrain 
such as where rock or stable vegetation is found. Discharge areas would be located to release 
water on convex slopes where possible, so that water would be dispersed rather than channeled; 
concave slopes would be avoided wherever possible. 

• As needed, ditch relief culvert outflow areas would be armored with loose riprap, grouted 
riprap, shotcrete, gunnite, turf reinforcement mate, gabions, or similar types of materials and 
configured to reduce velocity by providing dispersal and velocity reduction for at least 50 feet 
downstream. This armoring would occur wherever needed due to grade and/or substrate 
characteristics. Further, wherever ditch lines and ditch relief culverts are located within 500 
feet of perennial stream, the ditchUne and the ouflow area would be similarly armored. 

Channel Realignment or Roadfill/channel interactions 

• Any in-channel work, whether related to stream bank realignment, crossing, or other purpose 
would result in reestablishment of original channel gradient, bank width, bank slope, and 
bankfuU depth. As necessary, this would involve accurate surveying of existing, 
predisturbance conditions and follow up surveys after the work has occurred. 

• Where channel realignment cannot be avoided, such as at East Spring Canyon, the rock art site, 
and the upper narrow Convulsion Canyon reach, the natural channel's pattern and geometry 
would be mimicked where possible, including radius of curvature of meanders, bed profile, 
bank slope, substrate diameter, habitat feature. A hydrologist would assist in the design and 
implementation of channel realignment and design projects. 

• Realigned or reconstructed streams would be designed to carry bank full flows in-channel, with 
flood flows dispersed on floodplains or in a widening channel appropriate for the given valley 
type present. 

• At the upstream and downstream ends of realigned reaches, appropriate transitions to the 
undisturbed channel reaches would be designed. 

• Where appropriate, low-stage grade control structures would be incorporated into the designs to 
prevent vertical migration of entrenched channels. Typically, these structures would be keyed 
into the bed and banks, with the top elevations at the same elevation as the channel bottom or 

no higher than 1.5 feet above the bed. Specific designs for each structure would insure that 
erosion around the ends of the structures would not occur during higher flows, and that gradient 
stability would be maintained by properly spacing the structures. 

• Where appropriate, rather than using riprap, new channel banks would be treated with burlap 
bag soil pillows, willow soil-root plugs, cuttings or similar bioengineering treatments from on- 
site to encourage and enhance both herbaceous and woody vegetation growth. This would 
occur where banks have non-rocky substrate that would allow such treatments to be effective 
and develop natural functioning deformable banks. 

• As required, conditions of the State General Permit 40 for Stream Alterations would be 
followed. Conditions are not listed in entirety here, but are incorporated by reference. 



Fill Slopes and Cut Slopes 



• Where cut or fill slopes are steep (2.5:1 or steeper) and sufficient soil substrate (i.e. not too 
rocky, bouldery, or in bedrock) allows for eventual revegetation, synthetic turf reinforcement 
mats (TRMs), rolled coir logs, or similar products would be used to provide erosion protection 
and hold soil/seed in place. Any such products would be installed following the specific 
manufacturer's specifications. 

• Where cut or fill slopes are 2.5:1 or steeper and are longer than 100 feet, benched slopes would 
be used when feasible from an engineering standpoint in order to reduce runoff velocities, 
prevent erosion, maximize infiltration, and facilitate revegetation. 

• Where long, steep fill slopes (greater than 200 feet long and steeper than 2:1) would be needed 
within 50 feet of perennial streams, vertical retaining walls would used to eliminate the chronic 
erosion/sedimentation potential for these areas. 

• Where construction activities result in exposure of large boulders (2 feet or more in diameter), 
these would be placed or left on cut or fill slopes in a secure manner to mimic natural micro- 
topography, thus somewhat controlling runoff/erosion and providing niches for vegetative 
growth. 

• Revegetated road fills and slopes would be permanently protected from livestock through 
fencing with cow -proof barbed wire, or management controls such as herding restrictions. 

• Where fill slopes toe out within or close to the floodplain, the toes would be adequately 
protected with rock rip-rap sized to withstand expected velocities without movement, and will 
be sub-excavated to prevent undercutting. 

CONSTRUCTION BMPS 

• Construction would be timed to occur so as to minimize the time of exposure of bare soils 
before reseeding or other reclamations techniques are implemented. Specific revegetation 
treatments are discussed in Chapter 2. 

• Construction near or in drainages would be restricted to normal low flow seasons (late June 
through October) and would be temporarily halted during flash flood or other runoff events, 
which are most common in late summer. During construction the channel would be lined or 
water would be pumped to prevent increases in turbidity from channel excavations. 

• Length of construction time in/near the stream channel would be minimized by segregating that 
work task to occur as rapidly as possible in a sequential manner; area of disturbance would also 
be minimized, by restricting equipment to a narrow construction corridor. 

• As construction within 50 feet of a stream channel is completed, loose material would be 
removed from outside the flow path of flood events. 

• Where a fill slopes toes out within 50 feet of Quitchupah Creek, a wetland area, or other 
perennial water, silt fences or similar sediment collection treatments, such as sediment traps, 
straw bales, coir wattles would be used during construction. 



• Riparian vegetation would remain undisturbed wherever possible, and would be limited to that 
necessary in the actual footprint as well as the minimum necessary for equipment work in the 
established construction corridor. 

• Silt fences or similar sediment collection treatments such as hay bales, coir wattles, small 
retention basins, pre-made vendor marketed sediment collection traps would be used when the 
construction activity occurs within 300 feet of Quitchupah Creek, a wetland area, or other 
perennial water. 

• A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared and followed, according to all the 
terms and requirements of the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) Permit 
for Storm Water Discharges from Construction Activities. These are not reproduced here, but 
are incorporated by reference. 

• Contractors responsible for constructing the road would be responsible for maintaining spill 
kits on site and would train their personnel on how to respond to an emergency spill. 

• Equipment and construction materials would not be stored, stockpiled, or maintained within 
200 feet of perennials streams. 

RECLAMATION BMPS 

Road Corridor and Cut/Fill Slopes 

• All areas of the constructions corridor, and surfaces not associated with drainage, safety or 
travelways would be reclaimed as described in Chapter 2. Road cuts and fill would be included 
within the reclaimed corridor. 

• Once reclamation treatments have occurred, they would be monitored and maintained as 
discussed in the monitoring/maintenance plan until they are deemed successful. A higher level 
of vegetative success would be applied for road cuts and fills within 500 feet of channels. 

• Larger stumps and slash that are by necessity removed during road clearing would be used as 
temporary sediment filter windrow barriers at the base of road fill slopes or below ditch relief 
culverts or other locations to provide sediment trapping and runoff velocity control. 

Existing Jeep Trail 

• Under Alternatives B and C, the existing jeep trail, where it remains exposed but is no longer 
needed due to the new road, would be fully reclaimed. This would include substrate 

preparation and surface roughening including deep ripping, furrowing and introduction of 
organic matter; reseeding with an appropriate seed mix as specified in Chapter 2 and as 
approved by the appropriated land managing entity; fertilizing or adding inocculants to 
encourage growth; mulching with rock or other suitable material such as straw or matting; 
traffic barriers such as boulders, fencing, or steep berms; and follow up 
monitoring/maintenance, as specified in the monitoring and maintenance plans. The reclaimed 
road area would be protected from livestock grazing until the plants are sufficiently established 
such that soil protection would be assured even if grazed. 



• Where the existing jeep trail includes cut and fill slopes, obliteration would be accomplished by 
decompacting the inner Vi of the prism to a minimum of 14 inches. The fill material would 
then be replaced against the cutslope to restore the natural outslope as much as possible. 

• Where the existing jeep trail crosses watercourses, channel width, gradient, and side slope 
would be reinstated to match conditions above and below the crossing. If follow-up monitoring 
notes that an equilibrium gradient cannot be maintained, low stage grade control would be 
installed. 

Staging, Borrow, and Miscellaneous Areas 

• All staging and on-site borrow areas would be graded gently to minimize offsite erosion, and 
where needed, sediment control via silt fences, berms, straw wattles, sediment basins, etc. 
would be placed. When completed, these areas would also be reclaimed to the same standards 
as other reclamation areas described in Chapter 2, including follow up maintenance and 
monitoring. These sites would be protected from livestock grazing until the plants are 
sufficiently established such that soil protection would be assured even if grazed. 

• The Broad Hollow holding facility would be graveled and graded so as to minimize erosion. 

OPERATIONAL BMPS 

Winter Deicing BMPs 

• Sand with added salt or salt substitutes would be used when necessary to provide safe winter 
driving conditions, using criteria that are acceptable and standard for the State of Utah. The 
source and quality of the sand would be chosen such as to minimize contributions of salt into 
the watershed. 

• Salt storage facilities would be sited on flat areas, at least 500 feet away from streams and other 
water sources, would be roofed, and drainage would be directed away from the area via 
grading, ditching, berming or other means. 

• Springs, wetlands and other sensitive areas would be marked with visible fluorescent flagging 
and extra care taken during application to insure that salt is not added to those areas either 
directly or via runoff. 

• Operators would be trained when hired and training would be repeated annually in proper 
application rates, techniques, etc. to insure both safe conditions and minimal environmental 
harm. 

Miscellaneous 

• Truck drivers would be trained to properly respond to and report spills of fuel, coal, or other 
materials. Trucks would be equipped to enable them to properly do so. 

• Air or water baths would be used after loading coal trucks to prevent coal from falling off the 
trucks during transport. 



• Large animal carcasses would be disposed of where they cannot be delivered or dragged to dry 
or wet channels. 

• Monitoring of all site reclamation would continue for as long as it takes to assure that the 
reclamation measures have been effective. If reclamation is not effective or if there are 
unintended and unforeseen erosional or water quality impacts, additional treatments and/or 
mitigation measures would be applied to alleviate the impact. See the monitoring plan. 

• Inspection, maintenance and/or repairs to drainage crossings, slopes, road drainage network, 
etc. would occur in a timely manner to prevent continuing or extensive erosion/sedimentation 
problems. This BMP is described more fully in the Monitoring Plan document, which is 
incorporated by reference. 

References; 

Bureau of Land Management. Undated. Internal Document, Price Field Office Hydrologic 
Modification Standards for Roads. 

Copstead, Ronald L., PE, et al. September 1998. Water/Road Interaction Technology Series: 
Introduction to Surface Cross Drains. 

Flanagan, Sam A. December 1998. Water/Road Interaction Technology Series: Methods for 
Inventory and Environmental Risk Assessment of Road Drainage Crossings. 

Furniss, Michael J. et al. December 1997. Water/Road Interaction Technology Series: Diversion 
Potential at Road-Stream Crossings. 

Moll, Jeffry E., P.E. August 1999. Water/Road Interaction Technology Series: Minimizing Low 
Volume Road Water Displacement. 

State of Utah, March 1995. Nonpoint Source Management Plan for Hydrologic Modifications. 

USES, 2001. Ski Area BMPS (Best Management Practices): Guidelines for Planning, Erosion Control, 
and Reclamation. Prepared by Wasatch-Cache National Forest. 



Engineering Designs for Water Features 



PERSPECTIVE VIEW 



4'-0" WIDE FILTER FABRIC 
FASTENED TO POST. — ^ 0 //^\\ 




FREE DRAINING GRANULAR -^'^'^'^^^f 
BACKFILL BORROW. 



■2" SQUARE X 4'-0" 
HARDWOOD POST. 



EXISTING GRADE 



mm 



i 



S EQUQN 



TYPICAL SILT FENCE INSTALLATION 





TEMPORARY BERM 



TYPICAL SLOPE DRAIN INSTALLATION 





c. 



TYPICAL STONE CHECK DAM 



c 



ppr^F r>F NEW ROAD 



JJ. 



FILL AREA 



lLLLL 



JJJJJ 



FILL AREA 



TOE OF FILL 



( 



RIPRAP . REQ'D.- 



■NEW DRAINAGE CULVERT. 



EXISTING CHANNEL 



■NEW ROAD. 



NEW DRAINAGE CULVERT. 



NOTES 
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EXHIBIT "B-l" 

TYPICAL CULVERT INSTALLATION - UNSTABLE DRAINAGES 
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NOTES 
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EXHIBIT "B--2" 
TYPICAL CULVERT INSTALLATION - STABLE DRAINAGES 



V « Velocity dt the outlet of culvert, 
T (thickness) = D/4 + 1/2 N^/IQ 
T min. = 1,0' and T max. = 4.0" 
L (length) = 2D + 4 V0V2G 
L min. = 10' Desirable 
L max. = 30' Desirable 
K min. = 5.0' and K max. = 6.0' 

NOTES AND LIMITATIONS: 

1. In areas where the soil Is erodlble 
and the sign of. scouring Is present, 
the riprap can be used when VoS4.0 
FPS and VoSIS FPS. 

2. For V0M5 FPS, other means of energy 
dissipators shall be considered. 

3. In areas where the soil conditioning is 
stable or the bed material is rocky, 
riprap might not be needed. The 
judgement and dtscretion of design is 

of vital Importance In the implementation 
of riprap. 

4. In case of R/W restriction or any 
other constraints, the length of riprap 
can be shorter than shown above, 

5. In extreme cases, the minimum and 
maximum values of T and K could be 
different from the specified values 
above. 
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EXHIBIT "C" 

GUIDELINE FOR LOOSE RIPRAP AT THE OUTLET OF DRAINAGE CULVERTS 
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Engineering Designs for Fencing Features 
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LINK CANYON 
ALTERNATIVE DECISION 




Department of Agriculture 

Forest Service 
Fishlake National Forart 

115 East 900 North 
Richfield, Utah 84701 
(435) 896-9233 



Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Richfieid Field Office 

150 Eairt 900 Norih 
Richfield, Utah 84701 
(435) 896-1500 




File Code: 
Route To: 



1950/Quitchupah Creek Rd EIS 



Date: June 26, 2000 



Subject: 



Link Canyon Alternative Decision 



To: 



Files 



On June 23, 2000, Rob Mrowka, Fishlake National Forest Supervisor; Jerry Goodman, Richfield Field 
Manager, BLM; and Dick Manus, Price Field Manager, BLM determined that the Link Canyon 
Alternative is not economically viable and decided not to carry the alternative through the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process for further analysis. The Link Canyon Alternative is one 
of four altemativeis being considered in the Quitchupah Greek Road EIS. 

In addition to Mrowka, Ooodman, and Manus, the responsible officials for this project, others attending 
the June 23 meeting were George Tetrault, Price BLM Mining Engineer; Jeff DeFreest, Ferron-Prfce and 
Sanpete Ranger District Geologist for the Manti LaSal National Forest; Jeanne Higgins, Fishlake 
National Forest Richfield District Ranger; Linda Jackson, Fishlake NF Strategic Communications 
Officei; and project leader; and Stan Perkes and Max Nielsen, BLM State Office Coal Economists. 

a prior project meeting on May 3 1 , Stati Perkes and Max Nielson were asked to review the economic 
..idterial presented by Canyon Fuel Co. and prepare an assessment of the economic viability of the Link 
Canyon alternative for review by the responsible officials. This analysis was presented at the June 23 
meeting. The review showed that the Link Canyon Alternative is not economically feasible and does 
not fully meet the EIS Purpose and Need. As a result of this information, the responsible officials 
decided that the Link Canyon Alternative would not be considered for fiirther analysis in the EIS 
process. 



/s/ Linda L. Jackson 
LINDA L.JACKSON 

Project Manager Quitchupah Greek Road EIS 
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Appendix D 



Past, Present, and 
Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 



Table D.l Summary of Past Actions 





Implementation 
Dates 




RANGELAND 






Livestock grazing occurred as allowed under the federal permit 
system. 


Yearly 


Grazing caused vegetative impacts, and most plant 
communities remain in early- to mid-seral stage. The 
riparian community has been heavily impacted in early- 
seral stage. 


The Saleratus Bench Reservoir was constructed. 


1981 


The water source affects Uvestock distribution. 


The Saleratus Drift Fence was installed. 


1942 


The fence affects Uvestock distribution. 


Areas of the Water Hollow Benches were seeded. 


1968 


The plant community changed from disclimax pinyon-juniper 
to mid-seral shrub/grass conmiunity. 


Walker Flat Well #2E was capped and the associated pipeline was 
removed. 


1998 


The Uvestock dispersal within the Saleratus allotment was 
reduced due to water source elimination. 


The portion of SR-10 that lay within the Saleratus and M&O 
allotments was fenced by UDOT. Underpasses were built along 
mileposts 0.65, 4.05, 6.43 to facihtate cattle movement under the 
highway. 


2001 


The fencing and underpasses provide livestock control and 
increased safety along the highway. 


WILDLIFE 






Areas of the Water Hollow Benches were seeded. 


1968 


The plant community changed from disclimax pinyon-juniper 
to mid-seral shrub/grass community, but poor distribution of 
Uvestock has impacted portions of seedings. 



Past Actions 


Implementation 

Dates 
(Begin and End) 


Residual Effects 








The road in Quitchupah Creek was initially constructed to access 

trif^ r*OQl tniTif^ in i on\/iilcir\n i nvwfcxvi 
U-IC L-VJCll llllllC 111 V_^VJ11 V UlolVJll Vw^cUly VJll, 


1940-50's 


The road surface remains unstable in many areas and about 

1 V Qr*i'pc r\T iiri— tnQ in tQ in pH i'oqH i c lor*Qtpri in r*lr\cp 
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proximity to streams. 


The Acord Lakes Road, a ten-mile-long county road off of Interstate 
70, was paved in 1977 for coal transport. 


1977 


The road continues to provides easy access to Acord Lakes 
area and SUFCO Mine. 


truck traffic from the mine to SR-10 and the Town of Emery. 


2002 


TTip ("^onsol IVIinp adds morp ooal tniolc traffic on SlR-10 in 
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the vicinity of Emery. 


RECREATION 






The general area has been used for dispersed camping and hunting. 


Since 1930s 


Some dispersed campsites remain visible. 


TTip crpnpral arpa hfiQ hppn iiqpH Hi^npr^pH finntintr anH AT'V travpl 

X lit gt'll&lCU Cll y^Cl lido L/ttll UdtU- Uld L/tl llUllUllg CUIU ./t. X V LlClVtl. 


Since 1930s 

kJlll^t' lJ7J\_/0 

(ATV use since 1980's) 


^omp AT^V trapVs and trails rpmain visihlp 

kJUllIt ./T. X V tld^^O dllU tldXld l&lXldXll VlOlL'lt'. 


CULTURAL RESOURCES 






There have been unauthorized excavations of archeological sites. 


1980s - 1990s? 


Some vandahsm of sites has occurred. 


Various cultural resource surveys have been conducted. 

Cultural resources have been impacted by: 

Livestock Trailing/Grazing 
Farming/ Agriculture 
Recreation 

Road construction and maintenance 
Powerline construction and maintenance 
Mining 


1950's - present 

since ca. 1880s 
since ca. 1890s 
1950s? - present 
ca. 1890s - present 
1970s - present 
1940s - present 


24+ archeological and historical sites, some recommended 
eligible for the NRHP, have been located. 

Sites may have been eroded away and/or destroyed. 
Sites may have been eroded away and/or destroyed. 
Sites have been vandalized. 

Sites have been adversely impacted and/or destroyed. 

Sites have been adversely impacted. 

Sites have been adversely impacted and/or destroyed. 



Past Actions 


Implementation 

Dates 
(Begin and End) 


Residual Effects 


ADMINISTRATIVE LAND USES 

Utah Power constructed three overhead power lines in the area in 
addition to one adjacent to the proposed road in Quitchupah Creek 
Canyon. 

Telephone cable was buried beside the road and strung from power 
poles next to the road to provide service for SUFCO Mine. 


Approximately 1977 
2000 


Residual disturbances consists of the old construction 
roads. The poles and structures are highly visible. 

No residual effects have been noted. 



Table D.2 Summary of Present Actions 





MINERALS 






Canyon Fuel Company, LLC, SUFCO Coal Mine has been in 
operation since 1941. Portal and coal handling facilities are located 
on the Fishlake National Forest (Section 23, T. 22 S., R. 4 E., 
SLM). Mine access is via paved Accord Lakes road (County Road 
40010) from 1-70. The road is under Sevier County jurisdiction and 
will remain after the mine is reclaimed for access to fee lands and 
recreational properties. Disturbance for surface facilities totals 70 
acres, which includes the Quitchupah Canyon portal/breakout on fee 
land. The existing permit area totals 17,308 acres, including 16,618 
acres of Federal coal leases, 640 acres fee coal leases, and the waste 
rock disposal site (40 acres), and 10 acres under FS special use 
peinuLS. iviosL or me areas nas oeen niineu onu suDsiueu ^^see 
SUFCO MRP and Aimual Subsidence Monitoring reports). Mine 
production life as presently permitted would extend beyond 2013. 


1941 -present 


See existing NEPA documents. Mining and Reclamation 
Plan (mine permit), Annual Subsidence and Hydrologic 
Monitoring Reports, and Cumulative Hydrologic Impact 
Assessment. 


TIMBER 






There have been no Recent Actions. 




There are no current effects. 


CULTURAL RESOURCES 






An Ethnographic Study was recently completed in Quitchupah 


2004 


The study documented Native American significance of the 
ores.. 


Cultural resources are currently impacted by: 
Livestock TraiUng/Grazing 
Farming/ Agriculture 
Recreation 
Road maintenance 
Powerline maintenance 
Mining 


ca.lBBOs-present 

ca. 1890s-present 
1950s?-present 

ca. 1890s-present 
1970s-present 
1940s-present 


There may be some on-going erosion and destruction. 

There may be some on-going erosion and destruction. 

The potential remains for vandalism . 

Sites continue to be adversely impacted and/or destroyed. 

Sites continue to be adversely impacted. 

Sites continue to be adversely impacted and/or destroyed. 



Present Actions 


Date 


Current Effects 


RANGELAND 

Livestock grazing occiu's as allowed under the federal permit 
system. 


Yearly 


Grazing continues to cause vegetative impacts, and most 
plant communities remain in early- to mid-seral stage. The 
riparian community continues to be heavily impacted in 
early- serai stage. 


WILDLIFE 

An annual raptor survey is conducted by UDWR. 


on-going 


The survey data improves the database for raptors. 


RECREATION 

There is continued dispersed camping/hunting and ATV use. In 
1997, about 100 recreation visitor days/year (RVDA'r) were 
estimated. 


On-going 


Some dispersed campsites are visible. 


ADMINISTRATIVE LAND USES 
The powerUne is maintained as needed. 


On-going 


Maintenance access via two-track roads causes some 
erosion. 


TRANSPORTATION 

Pavement rehabilitation has been done on SRIO - Fremont Junction 
to Quitchupah Hill. 

The SRIO Bridge north of Emery was replaced. 


2005 
2005 


Work results in road improvement which increases safety 
and traffic flow. 

The bridge replacement increases safety and traffic flow. 



Table D.3 Summary of Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions (within ten years, 2005-2015) 



Future Actions 


Date 


Anticipated Effects 


MINERALS 

The Muddy Coal Lease Tract, which Hes directly north-northwest 
of the Pines Coal Lease Tract, may be applied for at some time in 
the foreseeable future. 

Exploratory drilling for methane gas on Section 16 as authorized by 
SITLA may occur. 


Not possible to 
determine 

near future 


Mining in the tract would use underground methods, and 
would likely be accessed from existing underground system. 
Surface disturbance would continue at portal. The mine 
water discharge would continue in North Fork. 

Exploration activities would require improvement of the 
existing road to access Section 16, and short trails would be 
developed within the section. 


TIMBER 

No Planned Sales or Actions. 




There are no anticipated effects. 


RECREATION 

There will continue to be dispersed camping/hunting and ATV use, 
predicted at about 100 recreation visitor days/year. 

The BLM Travel Plan will be completed and implemented. 

The FS OHV Route Designation Plan will be completed and 
implemented. 


On-going 
2006 

2006-2007 


There will continue to be some evidence of dispersed use. 

The plan will estabhsh goals, objectives, and policies for 
land use management. It may restrict or alter OHV use on 
public lands in Quitchupah Creek area. 

The plan will establish management standards and 
guidelines for OHV use on the forest. It will close the upper 
area of existing Quitchupah Creek road on Forest Lands to 
OHVs. This would impact the proposed SEUOHV Castle 
Valley Trail system. 


RANGELAND 

Livestock grazing will continue to occur as allowed imder the 
federal permit system. 


Yearly 


Grazing will continue to cause vegetative impacts, and most 
plant communities are likely to remain in early- to mid-seral 
stage. The riparian community will continue to be heavily 
impacted in early- serai stage. 









AGRICULTURE 






Farmed lands along Quitchupah Creek are likely to be converted 
from flood irrigation to pressure pipe sprinkler irrigation. 


Near future 


The NRCS has completed an EA to fund and implement 
irrigation conversion measures to reduce salt loading in the 
Muddy Creek Unit of the Colorado Salinity Control 
Program, which includes Quitchupah Creek. Members of 
the Muddy Creek Irrigation Company, which includes 
landowners along Quitchupah Creek, requested the NRCS 
assistance. The program would reduce salt loading to 
Quitchpah Creek due to irrigation by 78 %, from 923 tons 
annually to 720 tons annually. 


WILDLIFE 






Annual raptor inventories will continue. 


on-going 


The spring helicopter surveys to monitor raptor use of area 
will continue, and may expand to include additional survey 
areas agreed upon by the agencies. 


Big game counts will occur. 


on-going 


Winter counts will monitor big game populations and use on 
Water Hollow and Saleratus benches 


The Salina Creek Vegetation Management Project will likely be 
implemented. 


near future 


The purpose of the proposed project is to reduce the threat 
of wildfire to private homes and property, restore ecosystem 
function by moving toward the desired vegetation condition, 
re-initiate fire as a disturbance within the analysis area, and 
improve forage for wildlife. Within the Quitchupah Creek 

WaLClSllCLl aUUlUAllllaLCiy ijW tH^lCS WUUILI UC LlCaLcLl UV 

prescribed burning within three units in the Broad Hollow, 
Mud Springs Hollow, and upper East Spring Canyon areas. 
The objective is to burn approximately 50-70 percent of 
each unit in a mosaic pattern that will create a diversity of 
structural stages, age classes and species composition. 









»-MiMal^^^^^^&. Future Actions 






TRANSPORTATION 






New road construction associated with exploratory drilling for coal- 
bed methane gas may occur. 


Possible sometime 
during project Ufe 


Temporary roads would be developed on Water Hollow and 
Saleratus Benches. All roads and pads would be reclaimed. 
Also see discussion under Minerals. 


Preliminary Engineering of SR-10 improvements wUl be done by 
UDOT from Emery to Muddy Creek. 


2008 


Any resultant road improvements would help to meet ttaffic 
demands, roadway access, and improved safety. 


UDOT will rehabilitate pavement on SRI 0 from Muddy Creek to 
Perron. 


2008 


Pavement rehabihtation would improve traffic flow and 
provide increased safety. Construction periods would 
constrain traffic movement, including coal trucks 
transporting SUFCO Mine coal. 


The Moore Road is likely to be upgraded to AASHTO standards to 
serve as rural collector road from SR-10 to 1-70. 


2002-2030 


The road, when completed, would provide another access 
for eastbound traffic to 1-70 from SR-10, possibly reheving 
traffic on SR-10 for 16 miles from Moore Junction to 
Fremont Junction. 


CULTURAL RESOURCES 






Cultural resources could continue to be impacted by: 
Unauthorized collection of artifacts 
Powerline maintenance 
Livestock Trailing/Grazing 
Recreation 

Proposed Road Construction 
Farming and Agriculture 
Mining 

Potential further research conducted at archeological sites in 
area. 


Sporadic 

on-going 

on-going 

on-going 
Project hfe (2006?) 

On-going 

On-going 
Possible sometime 
during project hfe 


This would result in data loss, compromised integrity of 
sites. 

There could be erosion and possible adverse impacts. 

There could be erosion and adverse impacts. 

There could be unauthorized collection and vandalism. 

There could be adverse impacts to eligible sites. 

There could be erosion and adverse impacts. 

There could be adverse impacts to eligible sites. 

This would require separate NEPA analysis, permits and 

potTrTnlianpp witli aTrnronri atp lawi 


ADMEVISTRATrVE LAND USES 






The BLM Resource Management Plan (RMP) will be completed. 


2006 


The RMP will provide guidehnes for management of pubhc 
lands and designate land uses. 



APPENDIX E 
NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 



NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 



On March 19, 1999, representatives from JBR, the SHPO, Jones & DeMille Engineering and the 
BLM met on the site of the proposed Quitchupah Creel< Road to discuss the archaeological 
sites located on the proposed route. Official Native American consultation had not started 
because the proposal was still in the conceptual stage. Following the March 19th meeting, the 
archaeologist from the BLM Richfield Field Office was assigned as the joint agency cultural 
specialist for this project. Coordination with the cultural representative from the Koosharem 
Band of the Paiute Tribe began on March 19, 1999. Over the next few months, representatives 
from the Paiutes visited the Quitchupah Creek area several times to become familiar with the 
project and examine the proposal and Alternatives being considered. The Paiutes expressed 
opposition to any project along Quitchupah Creek because of their claim that the canyon is 
sacred and human activity could impact this value. The Tribe also expressed opposition to any 
excavation of archaeological sites; a process they view as destructive. The Paiute Tribe of Utah 
made this position known to the FS/BLM in a letter submitted on July 22, 1999. 

Efforts were also underway during this time to identify other tribes who might have a historical 
interest in the general area involved in this project. On June 23, 1999, contact was made with 
Ms. Betsy Chapoose of the Uintah & Ouray Tribal Committee Cultural Rights & Protection 
Department in Ft. Duchesne, Utah. A field tour of the Quitchupah Creek Road was 
subsequently completed with a Tribe representative. The Ute's concern extends to all sites in 
the canyon, but focuses on the rock art. The Tribe has expressed that at least a !4-mile buffer 
around rock art sites - preferably one mile buffer, would be necessary to protect rock art sites. 

On July 12, 1999, contact was made with the Navajo Nation in Window Rock, Arizona. A 
representative in the Navajo Nation Cultural Preservation Office indicated they had no interest in 
this project. 

On July 13, 1999, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office was contacted. Mr. Leigh 
Kuwanwisiwma, head of the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office, stated that the Hopi are very 
interested in Fremont archaeological sites and projects that may affect them. Accordingly, the 
BLM Richfield Field Office opened formal consultation with the Hopi Tribe on the Quitchupah 
Creek Road project. On November 21, 2000, a letter was sent to the Hopi Tribe requesting 
comments or concerns the Tribe may have with the project. 

A written response was received from the Hopi Tribe in December 2000 claiming affiliation with 
the Fremont and asking for copies of all pertinent materials on the Quitchupah Creek Road 
project; these materials were forwarded to the Tribe. After the Tribe had reviewed the 
Quitchupah Creek Road material, the BLM Richfield Field Office received an invitation to attend 
an upcoming Tribal Administrative Meeting. In the invitation, the Tribe stated interest in the 
Quitchupah Creek Road project and expressed that it seemed a non-controversial issue since 
the sites on the main Quitchupah Creek route (Alternative B and C) could be avoided by 
implementing the Water Hollow Alternative (Alternative D). 

On March 21, 2001, representatives from the BLM Richfield Field Office spoke at the Hopi 
Administrative meeting at Hopi Tribal Headquarters in Kykotsmovi, Arizona. Mr. Leigh 
Kuwanwisiwma and Clay Hamilton represented the Hopi Tribe. As per the Tribe's request, the 
BLM presented a briefing on the Quitchupah Creek Road Project and Alternatives. Copies of 
the cultural inventory reports on the Quitchupah Creek Road and Water Hollow routes were 
provided to the Tribe. The Tribe stated that as long as the sites on the Quitchupah Creek route 



could be avoided by implementing another Alternative route, the Tribe would have no issue with 
the project. They understood that avoidance would not be an option along Quitchupah Creek 
because of the confines of the canyon and therefore would not support it. At that time, the Hopi 
approved of the Water Hollow Alternative. The Hopi also stated that they would defer to the 
Paiute Tribe of Utah on any Quitchupah matters. 

August 22, 2001, the Ute Tribe inquired as to any new developments on the project and 
reiterated their opposition to the project in Quitchupah proper. 

A meeting at the Paiute Tribal Headquarters in Cedar City took place on September 18, 2001 
and a tour of the project area was set up for October. The Paiute tour took place on October 
17, 2001. At this time, the Paiute representative expressed opposition to the project within the 
Quitchupah Creek corridor but accepted the Water Hollow Alternative on the condition of 
cultural site avoidance. A comment letter formally communicating the tribe's position was 
received by the BLM on February 15, 2002. 

In letters dated October 24 and October 31 , 2002, the Hopi, Paiute, and Ute Tribes were asked 
to participate as Consulting Parties on this project. As a Consulting Party, the tribes would 
actively participate in analyzing the impacts of the alternatives, seeking acceptable mitigation of 
impacts, and resolving adverse effects. The Paiute and Ute tribes accepted the Consulting 
Party invitation. The Navajo stated their area of concern was further south and deferred to the 
Paiute. The Hopi deferred to the Paiute. 

On November 5, 2002, a meeting between the agencies and the BLM Utah State Office was 
held to discuss the Native American Consultation. It was agreed upon that a meeting would be 
held with each participating tribe to discuss the role of Consulting Party, discuss Traditional 
Cultural Properties and sacred sites, and update them on the project. 

The agencies attended the January 2, 2003 Paiute Tribal Council meeting to make a 
presentation on the Quitchupah Road project. On April 28, 2003, the agencies met with the 
Utes. An additional field tour was requested at that time. 

A formal letter dated April 29, 2003 from the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah stated their opposition 
to the Quitchupah Creek Road Project due to "the need to destroy culturally significant objects 
which we consider sacred to our trilje." 

On August 18, 2003, the BLM Richfield Field Office archaeologist toured the Project Area with 
Dorena Martineau, Cultural Resource Director of the Paiute Tribe. The Paiute Tribal 
representative was interested in seeing the canyon and some of the archaeological sites there. 
Sacred issues were discussed. 

On August 20, 2003, the BLM Richfield Field Office archaeologist and the BLM State Office 
archaeologist met with the Paiutes at their tribal office in Cedar City. The Paiutes stated that 
although they may regard a wider area as being sacred, a boundary to the sacred site could be 
drawn using the physical canyon from the headwaters to the terminus at the bottom. This is the 
core area of concern. Further, a Paiute representative stated there is at least one place in the 
canyon used traditionally for religious ceremonies; building a road would interfere with, 
compromise, or destroy the ability of tribal members to continue with these traditions. At this 
time, it was stated that the Tribe was opposed to all build alternatives since they all require 
construction within the sacred site; adversely affecting sacred values by further disturbing the 



location and setting. Heavy and loud truck traffic, increased recreational traffic, camping, and 
vandalism would also cause disturbance to the sacred site. 

For a period of several months between December 17, 2003, and September 14, 2004, there 
were innumerable contacts between the Richfield Field Office BLM and the Paiute Tribe 
discussing and coordinating the ethnography in Quitchupah Canyon. Dr. Richard Stoffle of the 
University of Arizona at Tucson was retained to conduct the study mainly because of existing 
relationships he had established with the Paiute people. Mr. Stoffle and the BLM reviewed the 
Quitchupah area on April 23 and 24, 2004, to select the sites that would be used for the field 
interviews with the Paiute participants in the study. The field portion of the ethnographic study 
was conducted on May 19 and 20, 2004. The preliminary ethnographic report was submitted in 
June 2004 and the final report arrived in September 2004. 

On September 14, 2004, Dorena Martineau and Arthur Richards (both Paiute tribe) along with 
the BLM Richfield Field Office archaeologist flew the Water Hollow Alternative route in a 
helicopter just to make sure that tribal representatives had seen the entire route. After seeing 
the route, the Paiute Tribe of Utah agreed that a road on the Water Hollow Bench was their 
preferred alternative. 

The Paiutes' provided a letter, dated October 5, 2004, which expressed their satisfaction with 
the ethnographic work conducted by Richard Stoffle. In this letter, the Paiute also stated their 
support of the Water Hollow route. 

During an October 19, 2004 meeting at the Navajo Nation Window Rock Office, Marklyn Ghee 
expressed that the Navajo Nation currently is very interested in actions that take place in this 
part of Utah. Regarding Quitchupah specifically, the Navajo support the claims of the Paiute 
and Hopi in this area. They have no concerns about sacred sites in the Quitchupah area, but 
certainly support other tribes in their claims. The Navajo are mainly interested in the nearby 
Henry Mountains, which they claim as a traditional cultural property. The Navajo defer to the 
Paiute. 

The Paiute Tribe provided a letter dated February 24, 2005 regarding their approval of the 
riparian fencing mitigation along Quitchupah Creek. At this time the Tribe also stated that they 
did not want the rock art and other cultural sites to be fenced. The Tribe expressed that 
protective barriers or fencing would draw attention to the sites and likely cause the very thing it 
was designed to prevent. 

A letter dated August 2, 2005 from the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah to the Richfield BLM 
acknowledged the Tribe's review of the Draft Final EIS and their satisfaction with the preferred 
alternative. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

PISH AND Wif.DLIFF SFRVICB 
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Mary Erickson 

Forcsl Supervisor 

Fishiakc NtUional Forest 

U.S, Department of/VgricKUurc 

1 1 5 Basl 900 North 

Richfield, Utah 8470! 

RE: hilbrnuil Section 7 Consultation for Quitchupah Creek Road Project 
Dctir Ms, Brickson: 

The U, S. Fish and Wildiife Service (USFWS} has reviewed the Biological AsseSsSmctit for the 
Quitchiipah Creek Road pi-oject. We apologize lor the delay in responding to your request for 
concurrence. The project involves tlic upgrade in Quitchupah Creek of'),?, niiles ofan existing 
road/trail, which connects Acord Lakes Roiid with Stale Road SR-iO in Emery County, The 
completed road would be a 29-root wide paved surface, with an operational right-of-way or()6 
feet, No facilities would be built in atisociation with this alignment. 

Conservation measures committed to in the proposal include: 

• An eiglit (S) feet high fence, complete with big game escape structures and migi-ation 
underpass, and daily carcass monitoring, would be employed to prevent big game 
crossing the road and minimize the potential for bald eagle foraging. 

Based on the aforementioned conservation measure, on information provided in your letter of 
April 29, 200,'>. a revised Biological Assessment ofiVlay 25, emails to our office from May 15, 
,lunc 2, and October 13, 2005, and conversations between our oHlcos on May 19 and October 12, 
2005, the USFWS concurs with your "not likely to adversely affect" determination for the Last 
Chance Towiiscndia, Winkler cactus, Sai^ Ralael cactus, and bald eagle. No critical habitat has 
been designated for any of these species. Should project plans change, or if additional 
information on the distrilnjtioii of lisied or proposed species becomes available, tliis 
deten-nination may be reconsidered. 
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USFWS-Utah Field Office 
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Wc bosc ow concurt'cnco prinuirily on ihc Ibllowing; 

• Humiiii tiisUirhanccs wiUiiti 0,25 tviilcs ofbuid cagiu wintcv roost sites and within !,() 
miies of nest sites .ivc considered ci potontiiil inifniol by llic Utaii i-'icld OlTlcc. depending 
in piirt, on iiclivily type, duration, litning, and lopograpiny [Utah Field Office Guuh'.linex 
for Raptor Protection from Human and Land Use Disturbances (2002)]. No known baid 
eagle roost ,sil.es occur within, or within one-half mile of liic project area. In addition, no 
bald oiigic Jicsi sites are known to occur within one mile of the project area. 

• Wintering eagles occur in Utah iVoni November t through March 3i, and may 
infrequently tr.ivel through or (brage in the project area. However, the project area does 
not conl;iiri habitat suitable for winter roo,<;t .sites within 0,25 iiiilcs of project activities. 
Noise or activities associated widi road construction and operation will, thci'clbre, not 
affect eagle behavior at winter roost sites, 

• An eight (S) feel high fence, coniplete with big game escape structures and migration 
underpas.s, and daily carcass monitoring and rcinovai, would be cniploye<l lo prevent big 
game crossing the road. This measure would avoid creation of an attractive nuisance for 
bald eagles and minimize to insignillcnnt the risk of bald eagles foraging on carca,sses. 

Based upon the lack of nests or winter roost sites in liie area; inconioration of fencing and 
migration underpass measures to significantly minimize big game mortality; and the 
commitment to daily carcass monitoring and removal, wc believe the potential for impact to the 
bald eagle from the project is remote and insignillcani. Therefore, wc concur that the proposed 
action may affect, but is not likely to adversely a fleet the bald eagle. 

We appreciate your interest in coiiserving endangered species. If further assistance is needed or 
you have any questions, please contact Diana M, Whittington, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, at 
(801 ) 975--m{) extension 12S, 



Sincerely, 




Hcniy R. Maddux 
Utah ricki Supervisor 
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BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 
QUITCHUPAH CREEK ROAD PROJECT 



1 .0 iNtRdbUCTlON 

The Sevier County Special Services District (SSD) has submitted right-of-way applications 
to the USFS (US Forest Service) and the BLM (Bureau of Land Management) for the 
upgriade of 9.2 milas of an existing road/trail in the Quitchupah Creek drainage. The road 
segment connects the Acord Lakes Road (Sevier County Road 01 0), with State Route (SR) 
10 in Emery County. The road would connect with SR-10 in the of Section 30, 
Township 22 South, Range 6 East. To the northwest into Sevier County, and then 
wistWMrd, the rdld wduld generally follow an esclsting trail along Quitbhupah GriSiek, into 
Cohvulsion Canyon, where it would connect with the paved Acord Lakes Road in SWViof 
Seotioh 11, Township 22 South, Range 4 East. Figure 1 presents the project's regional 
location. The land ownership in this corridor is a combination of private, BLM, USFS, and 
Utsih Stite School arid IhistitgtiOhal Trust Lands AdniinistratlOn (SITLA). the project area 
embodieis a fali'ly diverse set of cllniatiG, geologle, physlographiG, and ecosystem 
characteristics. 

S^etloh 7 Of the Endangered Speoles Act (ESA) of 1973, as arnended, stipulates that no 
federal action shall jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or endangered 
species of adversely modify their critical habitat. Because the project area lands are 
federally administered, road construction on these lands is considered a federal action. A 
Biological Assessment (BA) evaluates the potential effects Of a proposed action on 
federally listed threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidatO species (collectively 
referred to herein as listed species), and determines whether any such species or their 
habitats are likely to be adversely affected by the action. The purpose of this BA is to 
Evaluate the potential impacts of road construction activities associated with the 
Quitchupah Creek Road Project on those listed plant and animal species that could occur 
within the project area. 

The species accounts and discussion of potential impacts on those species resulting from 
the Alternatives, as discussed below, have been extracted from Information contained in 
the technical reports assQCiaited with the Quitchupah Creek Road Project EIS. 
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FIGURE 1 
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2.0 Project Area Description 



2.1 Regional Characteristics 

From a regional perspective, tlie project area is predominantly located within the High 
Plateaus Section of the Colofado Plateau Physiographic Province. The High Plateaus are 
marked by gently rolling or near-flat surfaces, through which drainages have dissected the 
othemise gentle topdgmphy. The drainages typically form steep cahyons cut through 
sedimentary rock. Adjacent to the High Plateaus, the eastern end of the project area is 
located within the Mancos Shale Lowlands Subsection of the Ganyonlands Section of the 
Colorado Plateau Province. Topography in this Subsection is influenced by the weak 
sedimentary rock at thB eastein base of the High Plateaus. 

According to the modified Kbppen System, the majority of the project area can be classed 
as a Steppeland climate. Steppelands are located between the true desirt areas and the 
higher mountains. Thiey are geneTally semi-arid, with annual eva^^^^^ 
precipitatiort; a summer moisture deficit is typical. The western-most edge of the project 
area borders on Undifferentiated Highlands, according to the modified Kbppen System, 
and has a less significant moisture deficit. 

The regional physiography and climate influence vegetation characteristics. Located within 
the Upper Sonoran and Transition Vegetation Zones, the area contains a variety of 
vegetative types and haibltats ranging from forest to brush-dominated communities to 
sparse smiall desert shrublands. The presence of water further modifies these vegetative 
types, and localized areas of riparian and wetland communities are also found. 

2.2 Local Gharacteristics 

The upper, western end of the project area is located near the top of the north-south 
trending Wasatch Plateau. Following along a major dissection in the Plateau, the 
Convulsion Canyon/Quitchupah Creek drainage traverses across the east side of the 
Plateau and out of canyon confines. The Water Hollow Benches are south of Quitchupah 
Creek; they are highly dissected with numerous ephemeral drainages that cut through the 
bench surfaces. The eastern portion of the project area crosses shale flats to the 
alignments' terminus at SR-10. As the alignments drop from the high plateau country to 
the flatland, project area characteristics vary significantly. 

As mentioned above, the project area is associated with a canyon corhplex that dissects 
the plateau surface. The proposed Quitchupah Creek Road alignment traverses, and cuts 
through, numerous sedimentary geologic formations as it makes its way eastward across 
the plateau. These formations include the Mesaverde Group and the Mancos Shale 
Group. 

The horizontally bedded nature of these formations, as well as their component range of 
texture classes, is evident from the steep canyon walls, escarpments, and badlands visible 
in the project area. Flat ledges, vertical cliffs, and sloping erosional and depositional 
surfaces all contribute to the varied relief in the project area. Faulting and fracturing also 
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affect the local topography, and in fact, the location of Quitchupah Canyon and its 
tributaries are likely dictated by the geologic structure. 

The project area is located in the Quitchupah Creek watershed, which is part of the 
Colorado River system. At its upper end, where it is known as Convulsion Canyon, the 
watershed cdllects flows from small tributaries. Watier Hollow, The Ndri;h Fork of 
Quitchupah Creek, and Link Canyon Wash are three of the larger tributary channels that 
drain toward the project area. The Water Hollow Benches area to the south of Quitchupah 
Creek has numerous ephemeral drainages that head primarily southeast toward the creek. 
These draihages and tributaries have had a major influence on the area's topography as 
they dut down through, and laterally across, the valley bottom sediments. 

The climate and physiography within the majority of the project area has generally not been 
iDonducive to extensive soil development; as such, vegetation is sparse over much of the 
project area. However, at the upper, westernmost end, where climate and topography are 
more amehable, soils with defined horizons and an organic component have developed 
over time and have not eroded away. They support pine {Pinus spp.), aspen {Populus 
tmmuloidies), scrub oak (QueWu^ spp.), and mountain mahogahy {CeWQcarpus ispp.), as 
well as significaht understory vegetation. 

Over most of the rest of the area, extensive exposed bedrock occurs adjacent to the 
proposed and alternate road alignments. Many other areas where soil development has 
OGcufred have beeh subject to extensive erosion by wind and water. These areas support 
only sparse vegetation, ranging from scattered pinyon {Pinus edulis) and juniper {Juniperus 
spp.) woodlands with sparse understory to low-density desert brush lands where shadscale 
{Atriplex confertifolia) and other saltbush communities dominate. The former floodplain 
(now terrace) of Quitchupah Creek contains well-developed soils that support 
sagebrush/grass vegetation communities. The perennially flowing stream corridors of 
Quitchupah Creek and Water Hollow Creek support a varying mixture of riparian species. 

In addition to the function of the project area in filling various habitat niches for wildlife, 
cattle grazing has occurred within the bounds of the project area for many years. These 
land uses are the predominant ones within the sparsely populated region. 
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3.0 Alternatives 



The formulation of alternatives was guided by tlie focus issues; purpose and need; land 
use objectives of the BLM San Rafael Resource Management Plan (RMP)(BLM 1991) and 
Forest Planning Unit Management Framework Plan (FPU MFP) (1982) and the Fishlake 
National Forest (FLNF) Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) (USFS 1 9B6); arid 
the need to comply with Federal, State, and local laws, regulations, and policies. The 
potential alternatives were evaluated by the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) to determine 
whether they addressed the focus issues, met the purpose and need of the project, and 
were techhically and ecGnomic^lly feasible. During the alterrtatives development process, 
the IdT reviewed a reasonable range of potential alternatives. The alternatives developed 
encohipass the complete spectrum of possible decisions that range from no action to 
selection of one of three alignment alternatives. A variety of factors were examined during 
the developrtient of the alternatives for the DEIS. Consideration was given to avoidance 
and/Or minimization of effects to water (surface and groundwater), wetlands, vegetation, 
wildlife, spedial status species, range/livestock, cultural resources, public safety, and 
aesthetics. However, the steep natural terrain between the Acord Lakes Road and SR10 
limits the options available for locating roads and other surface facilities. The final 
alternatives range from not allov\ilng any of ttie proposed actions (No Action), to selecting 
one of three alignment alternatives (Figure 2): 

Alternative A - No Action 

AlterhErtlve B - Quitchupah Creek Road Alignment 

Alternative C - Alternate Junction with SR-10 and Alternate Design of Quitchupah Route 
Alternative D - Water Hollow Route 

under all the action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and D), the finished road would be a 
28-foot wide paved surface; with an operational right-of-way (ROW) of 66 feet. Three 
pullout& for parking off the road shoulder would be provided at the Link Canyon channel 
crossing, North Fork, and at East Springs Creek Canyon. The construction corridor would 
vary from 50 feet to 60 feet on flatter ground (eastern end) to an average of 100 feet for the 
remainder of tne route. The road would be designed for a speed of 40 miles per hour, and 
would be constructed according to the standards of the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTQ) and the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) 2004 (or most current ) Standard Specifications fOr Road and 
Bridge Construction, in addition, approximately 1 .7 acres of riparian habitat would be filled 
under all the action alternatives. No support facilities would be built under any of the 
alternatives. 
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FIGURE 2 
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3.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, coal would continue to be hauled from the SUFCO Mine 
to markets east and west via the Acord Lakes Road, 1-70, and SR10. In 2003, 
approximately 3.8 million tons of coal was hauled to Pacificorp's Hunter Power Plant. An 
increasing reliance on SUFCO coal Is expected In 2004, to 4.5 million tons. This equates 
to approximately 1 1 8,421 truck loads hauled In 2004. An additional indeterminate amount 
will be hauled to the railroad loadouts In Carbon County for shipment to eastern customers. 

A public road for the purposes of transporting coal or providing alternate access to the 
SUFOO Mine would not be built In Convulsion Canyon/Qultchupah Creek area. The 
existing transport route of Acord Lakes Road to 1-70 to SR-1Q to power plants and railroad 
loadouts would continue. The entire existing two-track road would remain in place and in 
use as conditions/ maintenance allow. Also the current land uses in the Quitchupah Creek 
area Would oontlnue. 

Under this alternative, the existing uses and environment in the Quitchupah Creek and 
Water Hollow would continue unchanged In the foreseeable future. 

3.2 ALTERNATIVE B - QuiTCHUPAH CREEK ROAD ALIGNMENT 

The proposed Ouitchupah Creek Road would be located along an existing route through 
Quitchupah Canyon from a point on SR1 0 in the north half of Section 30, T. 22 South, R. 6 
East in Emery County, to a paved mine road in Convulsion Canyon, Sevier County (SW 174 
Section 11, T. 22S, R. 4E). the road would generally follow an existing trail along 
Quitchupah Creek and into Convulsion Canyon (Figure 2). Under Alternative B, the road 
would be 8.9 miles in length with a total new disturbance of approximately 92.3 acres. 

3.3 Alternative G - Alternate Junction with SRl 0 AMD Alternate Design 

under this alternative, the alignment would deviate from Alternative B in the southwest 
quarter of Section 1 3, Township 22 South, Range 5 East and proceed east across Section 
1 8i Township 22 South, Range 6 East to the junction with SR10 in the southwest corner of 
Section 17, Township 22 South, Range 6 East. This alternative would be approximately 
9.1 miles in length, but it would bypass the grade on SR10 that now slows loaded coal 
trucks and potentially slows all northbound traffic on SRI 0. The acreage impacted would 
be approximately 96.3 acres. 

This alternative would also incorporate features to Alternative 6 to facilitate livestock 
movements and trailing, and also facilitate wildlife movements to and from the winter 
range. The livestock facilities would include fencing portions of the road to keep the 
livestock off the roadway during the grazing seasQjfl and during spring and fall trailing. 
Approximately 16.3 miles of fence would be installed under this alternative design. It is also 
proposed that five underpasses, approximately 20 feet wide and 70 feet long, would be 
incorporated in the proposed road to facilitate livestock access to both sides of the fenced 
road for grazing purposes. Two additional underpasses would be constructed, one under 
the existing Acord Lakes Road adjacent to the intersection with the proposed Quitchupah 
Creek Road, and a second under the Quitchupah Creek Road to allow livestock to cross 
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under both roads at Broeid Hollow during spring and fall trailing. To facilitate big game 
moverrients in the central canyon, additiohal underpasses suitable for vvildlife may need to 
be Gohstfucted. 

3.4 Alternative D - Water Hollow Road 

Watier Hollow is a large hortheast-southwest trending drainage thait cuts through Old 
Woman Plateau oh FLNF. The Water Hollow Route begins at about 7,550 feet AMSL and 
follows the Alternative B alignment for 2.01 miles of the western-most portion of its 
alignment. At this point, it crosses Quitchupah Creek and runs approximately parallel to 
and south of this drainage to Water Hollow. This alternative continues in an easterly 
direction along an existing jeep trail to Water Hollow Benches where It then turns south to 
Saleratus Benches. From Saleratus Benches, the Water Hollow alternative then turns 
northward to connect with SR-1 0 (Figure 2). Under Alternative D, the road would be 1 1 .3 
miles long, with a 1 ,430 foot overall drop in elevatiOh for an average grade of 2.5 percent. 
The descent into Water Hollow itself has an average grade Of four percent, and the ascent 
Out Of Water Hollow onto Water Hollow Bench is seven percent. This alignment crosses 
several perennial and ephemeral tributary drainages, with extensive cuts and fills 
necessary to accommodate road construction. The total new surface disturbance would be 
approximately 146 acres. 



3.5 Environmental Protection/Enhancement MEAisuRiES 

Kiieasures for All Action Alterriatives 

Riparian Fencing 

The riparian zones of Quitchupah Creek and Convulsion Canyon are now and have been 
degflded by livestock grazirig within the stream bottoms over the years. To alleviate this 
condition and restore the riparian zones, livestock grazing would be eliminated by the 
agencies on approximately 4.5 miles of stream through a combination of permit actions, 
fencing along the proposed road, and cross-fencing where necessary, under any of the 
action dIternativeSv The pi'opoBed road would become the trail for moving livestock within 
allbtmehts arid between allotments. Fenced watering points would be provided where 
uriderpasses allow livestock to pass under the proposed rOad and access the stream. 

The restoration bf the riparian zones would Improve Wildlife and aquatic habitats, reduce 
sediment discharge to the stream, improve aesthetics, cind stabilize the stream channel. 

Big Game Fencing 

In addition, 8-f6ot high woven Wire fence Would be installed on both sides of the route 
under any of the action alternatives, to prevent big game access to the road. Escape 
struetures would be provided every mile. 

Removal of Carcasses from Road 

The haul route would be patrolled twice weekly, on Mondays and Thursdays, during 
daylight hours, to pick up and dispose of all animal carcasses (wild and domestic, large 
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arid small) in order to keep the road surface clear. This would reduce scavenging on the 
road Surface by raptors and vultures. The concern is that scavengers feeding on larger 
carcasses that aren't readily removed from the road would be subject to cOal truck-wildlife 
collisions. Scavengers present on the road while feeding could cause unnecessary 
mortality among the protected raptors. The Sevier County Special Services District would 
be respOrislble for fem^)vihg carcasses to a specified disposal area in accordance with the 
regulations of the State Board of Health. This would continue for the duration of the life of 
the mine. The SSD or the SSD's contractor would secure and maintain any necessary 
license or permits required by State of local authorities to perform this service. 

Measures for Alternative D Only - Water Hollbw Route 

Big Game Seedinds 

Under Alternative D, big game critical winter range would be improved with seedings on the 
upper benches. The eXiisting chainlngs and iseedings completed in the i 950*s on Water 
Hollow and Salel'atus Benches are in poor condition and do not support any more forage 
for elk than the adjacent unseeded sagebrush and pinyon-juniper communities. Proper 
management and manipulation of vegetation would improve forage for wildlife as well as 
livestock, while improving soil erosion and watershed coriditiohs (BLM, 1991). BLM 
prescriptions for mechanical and burning treatments of vegetation as well as seeding can 
be found In the Final Environmental Impact Statement Vegetation Treatment on BLM 
Lands in thirteen Western States (BLM, 1991). The proposed road on Water Hollow 
Benches would divide many of the old seedingis on the winter range. The proposed 
additional seedings would move the elk and deer awlay from the road and provide 
adequate forage to maintain the present herds during winters of heavy snow. 

Underpasses 

Under Alternative D, in order to maintain passage of big game from one side of the road to 
the other, three to five open bridge-style structures would be installed over selected 
drainages across the Water Hollow benches. The location and design of these structures 
would follow Utah Division of Wildlife Resources recommendations. 



4.0 Species Accounts 

The USFWS, the Utah Natural Heritage Program (administered by the Utah Department of 
Wildlife Resources (UDWR) and the Nature Conservancy), and the BLM maintain 
occurrence records of listed species. These agencies were contacted in order to 
determine which federally listed species might occur in the project area. It was determined 
that the BA should address the listed species shown in Table 1 . As a note, suitable habitat 
for the willow flycatcher {Empidonax trBillii) does occur within the project area on the 
Fishlake National Forest. The federally listed southwestern willow flycatcher (E. 7. extimus) 
was originally listed in Table 1 (January 2002 version) and was discussed in that 
document. However, the southwestern willow ftycatcher is no longer considered to occur 
on the Fishlake National Forest (USFWS 2002). Therefore, potential Impacts to this 
species are no longer discussed for this project. 
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A literature search reviewed the preferred habitats, elevational ranges, and occun'ence 
records for each of these species. Dedicated surveys were conducted in the project area to 
search for these and other listed species. Based upon this information, a determination 
was made regarding the potential for each species to occur within the project area, or to be 
directly or indirectly affected by the alternatives. The basis for these determinations is 
presented in the following discussion. 



Table 1 . Federally Listed Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 
Potentially Occurring within the Quitchupah Creek Road Project Area. 



Common Name 


Specific Name 


Federal Status 


Jones Cyclaclehia 


Cydadenia humilis vst. johesii 


T 


Maguire DtiSy 


Eiigeron maguirBl 


T 


Last Chance tdwhsendia 


TownsBiidia apricd 


T 


Barheby Reed-MuStard 


Schoehoarambe bath&byi 


E 


San Rafael Cactus (Despain Footcactus) 


Pediocactus despainii 


E 


Winklsr Cactiiis (Winkler Fdotoactus) 


PediocdCtus winkleti 


T 


VVright Fishhook Gacfus 


Sclerocactus whghtiae 


E 


Heliotrope Milkvetch 


Astragalus ifiontii 


T 


Bald Eagle 


Haliaeetus leucocephalus 


T 


Mexican Spotted Owl 


Strix occidentalis lucida 


T 


Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo 


Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis 


C 


T = Threatened £ = Endangerec(- C = Candidate 



4.1 PLAriTS 

Several of the listed plant species that have the potential to occur in the project area are 
restricted to, or most commonly occur on, particular soil types. Soils in the area are 
generally derived by deposits of quaternary alluvium and gravel deposits. The Project Area 
cut^ through nurtierous sedimentary geologic formations that include the Mesaverde Group 
and the IVIancos Shale. 

Jones Cydadenia {Cydadenia humilis yar.jonesii) - Threatened 

Welsh et al. (1987) ^efer to this species as a "gypsophile" (occurring on gypsum-derived 
soils), found on "semibarreh tracts on geological formations with poor water relationships." 
The species occurs in Eriogonum-Ephedra mixed desert shrub, and juniper communities at 
4,400 to 6,000 feet. As Welsh suggests, the species is found in gypsiferous, saline soils of 
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the Cutler, Sliifrimeiville and Chinle formations. Flowering occurs in May and June. This 
species occurs at lower elevations than those found in the project area (4,400 to 6,000 feet 
vs. 6,000 to 7,600 feet in the project area) and on formations and soil types which do not 
occur in the area. This species would not be expected to occur in the project area. Thus, 
implementation of any of the Alterriatives would have No &fectot\ Jones cycladenia. 

Mag U ire Daisy (Erigeron tnaguiret) - threatened 

This perennial daisy grows in canyon bottoms in Wingate and Navajo formations, at 
elevations of 5,380 to 5,700 feet (Welsh et al., 1987). Atwood et al. (1991) cite a higher 
elevational range of bet\ween 5,600 and 7,200 feet. Crofiquist et al. (1 994) state that the 
species grows in cliff crevices and the sandy bottoms of washes. Flowering occurs in June 
and July. The upper elevational range of this species, as reported by Cronquist (7,200 
feet), is within the elevations of the project area. Potential habitat for this species (cliff 
crevices arttl the sandy bottoms of washes) does occur within the project area, but the 
geologic foritiatiofis from which the species has been reported (Wingate, Chinle, and 
Navajo sandstone formations) are not found in the area. This species is believed to be 
absent from the project area. Thus, implementation of any of the Alternatives would have 
No Effect on Maguire daisy. 

Last dharlCe townSendia (townseridia aprica) - Threatened 

This species grows in salt desert shrub and pinyon-juniper habitats on clay or clay-silt 
exposures of the Arapien ahd the Blue Gate member of the Mancos Shale, at elevations 
between 6,1 00 to 8,000 feet (Welsh et al., 1 987; Atwood et al., 1991). Flowering occurs In 
April and May. This species is known from locations near the project area (Section 13 of 
Township 22 South, Range 5 East) and habitat exists in portions of the project corridor. 
Field surveys in May 1999 and May 2003, however, did not find any occurrence of this 
Species within the project corridor. Implementation of Alternatives B and C would have a 
May Affect - Not Likely to Adversely Affect impact on last chance townsendia. 
implemehtatioh of Alterhatives A or D would have Wo Effect on this species. 

Barheby Reed-'lVlustafd {Sch6ehocrarifitie bamebyii - Endangered 

Welsh et al. (1987) report that the Barneby reed-mustard occurs in mixed shadscale, 
Eriogonum and Ephedra communities in the Chinle Formation between approximately 
5,600 and 5,700 feet. Flowering occurs in May. This species occurs at elevations below 
those found in the project area (5,600 to 5,700 feet vs. 6,000 to 7,600 feet in the project 
area) and on soils derived from the Chinle Formation. This formation does not occur in the 
project area. The species is not expected to occur within the project area, thus 
implementation of any of the Alternatives would have NoEffecton Barneby reed-mustard. 

San Flafael CactUs {P'ediocactus despdinii) - Endangered 

This species is generally solitary, though it may occur in colonies. Habitat for this cactus is 
open pinyon-juniper communities on limestone gravels, at an elevation of approximately 
6,000 to 6,200 feet (Welsh et al., 1987; Atwood et al., 1991). Flowering occurs from late 
April to early May. The species occurs at elevations within those found in the project area 
(6,000 to 6,200 feet compared to 6,000 to 7,600 feet in the project area). Conversations 
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with the Botanist for the BLIVI's Richfield Field Office, indicate that this species has the 
potential to occur within the project area (Armstrong, personal communication June 15, 
1999); however, none were located during a May 1999 field visit. As potential habitat 
occurs, but no plants have been found, implementation Of any of the action Alternatives 
would have a May Affect- Not Likely to Adversely Affect on the San Rafael cactus. 

Winkler Cactus (Pediocactus winklerl) - Threatened 

This diminutive species, also known as the Winkler footcactus, is usually solitary and 
occurs in salt desert shrub communities in fine textured, poor-quality saline substrates 
(Welsh et al., 1987). Flowering occurs in late March to mid-May. The Winkler cactus 
generally occurs at elevations below those found in the project area (4,800 to 5,200 feet 
compared to 6,000 to 7,600 feet in the project area). Although this species may be found 
near the lower boundary of the project area (Armstrong, personal communication June 15, 
1099), May 1999 field survey confirmed none were located within the project area. As 
potential habitat occurs, but no plants have been found implementation of any of the action 
Alternatives would have a M&y Affect - Not Likely to Adversely Affect on Winkler 
cactus. 

Wright Fishhook Cactus {Sclerocactus wrightiae) - Endangered 

Habitat for this species is salt desert shrub and shrub-grass to juniper communities on the 
Mancos Shale (Blue Gate, Tununk, Emery and Ferron members), Dakota, Morrison, 
Summerville and Entrada formations, at elevations of between 4,800 to 6,1 00 feet (Welsh 
et al. , 1 987). Flowering occurs in April to May, This species has been found in soils not in 
the project area, but at elevations that coincide with the project area elevation (4,800 to 
6,100 feet vs. 6,000 to 7,600 feet in the project area). However, the Wright fishhook 
cactus was not observed during a May 1999 field survey, and it is expected that 
impiementatidn of any df the Alternatives would have No Effecton Wright fishhook cactus. 

Heliotrope Milkvetch (Astragalus montii) - Threatened 

Welsh et al. (1987) state that the heliotrope milkvetch is known only from the Flagstaff 
Limestone on the Wasatch Plateau, at an elevation of approxiniately 1 1 ^000 feet. Atwood 
etal. (1991) cite the habitat for this species as being alpine areas in a mixed grass-forb 
cofrinriunity on windblown ridges and snowdrift sites, at elevations of 1 0,500 to 1 1 ,000 feet. 
Flowering occurs in July to August and the species occurs at elevations approximately 
2,900 feet higher than those found in the project area. As an alpine species. It is hot 
expecteid to occur in the (non-alpine) project area. Thus, ittiplementatiOn of any of the 
Alternatives would have No Effect on heliotrope milkvetch. 



4.2 Wildlife 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) - Threatened 

During the breeding season, bald eagles are closely associated with water occurring along 
coasts, lakeshores, or riverbanks, where they feed primarily on fish. Bald eagles typically 
nest in large trees, primarily cottonwoods {Populus sp.) and conifers, although they have 
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also been known to nest on projections or ledges of cliff faces (Call, 1978). Due to the 
large size of their nests, bald eagles usually build these structures in a tree which is the 
largest or stoutest in the immediate vicinity (Call, 1978). Two characteristics common to 
most nesting sites are a clear flight path to at least one side of the nest and excellent 
visibility, often with an unobstructed view of water. Most nests are in the top third of a living 
tf&e, with live foliage above the nest providing shade and protection during poor weather 
(Green, 1985). Breeding territories, including the nest tree and favored nearby perches, 
are defended against other eagles. Alternate nests are also common within the territory. 
Breeding territories aire typically 250 to 500 acres in size (Swenson et al., 1986). 

During winter, bald eagles concentrate wherever food is available. Areas of open water, 
where fish and waterfowl can be caught, are common wintering sites. Root (1988) notes 
that Christmas Bird Count data show concentrations of bald eagles occur near rivers, 
particularly near wildlife refuges where eagles prey on waterfowl, and near power plants, 
where cooling water discharges tend to keep some waters open (ice-free). Upland areas 
are also used in winter, where eagles feed on small mammals and deer carrion. 
Gohimunal winter roosts are common and located in forested stands that provide 
pi'otecilbn frohl the>A/eath^r. Bald eagles can live away from water and in the absence of 
fish. In such cases, they feed on carrion or hunt terrestrial prey. Black-tailed jackrabbits 
taken as carrion can be quite important in these situations (Ryser, 1985). 

No b^ld eagle nests have been found near the project area. Most sightings have been 
made in the JOes Valley Reservoir and Huntington Canyon areas, the olosest of which 
(Joes Valley Reservoir) is approximately 17 miles north of the project area (USDA-FS 
Files). A bald eagle nest has been reported in the vicinity of Castle Dale, over 20 miles 
northeast of the project area boundary. No roost sites have been found in the project area, 
and bald eagles are not expected to occur In the area except as transient birds. Even 
though big game fencing and bi-weekly carcass removal would be part of the mitigation 
requirements, it is possible that bald eagles may land on the roadway and be killed by 
vehicle traffic. Thus, implementation of any of the Alternatives would have a MayAffect- 
N6t Likely to Adversely Affect On bald eagles. 

Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis lucida) - Threatened 

The Mexican spotted owl (MSO) is the only subspecies of spotted owl that occurs in Utah. 
The owl is known to nest only in steep-walled canyons of the Colorada Plateau ecoregion 
and adjacent portions of the Utah Mountains edoreglon. The closest known nest site to the 
area is located approximately 40 miles east, at the north end of Capitol Reef National Park. 
According to the 1 4 August 2002 federally protected species by county list for Utah, MSGs 
are not listed in Sevier County, but are listed in Emery County. Potentially suitable habitat 
does occur within portions of the project area within Sevier County, but not within the 
portions of the project area within Emery County. Nonetheless, dedicated surveys for the 
MSG were conducted a total of four times in May and June of 2002. No MSGs were 
detected during these surveys. Implementation of any of the Alternatives would have No 
Ei^ecf on MSOs. 
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Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus ^mericattus occidentalis) - Candidate 

In Utah, the yelldw-billeci cuckoo was historically uncommon to rare. Habitat for this 
species in Utah typically consists of large blocks of riparian habitat that include cottonwood 
trees below an elevation of 6,000 feet (personal communication between Fishlake National 
Forest and USFWS on September 5, 2001). Two recent breeding records in Utah have 
been documented: one on the Green River in 1992 and the second vvithin the Matheson 
Wetland Preserve near Moab in 1994 (USFWS 12-month petition finding July 25, 2001). 
jhree yellow-billed cuckoos were also recorded during an intensive survey effort conducted 
throughout the Salt Lake Valley prior to 1998. Habitat for this species is essentially 
nonexistent or extremely limited within the project area; thus, dedicated surveys for the 
yellow-billed cuckoo were deemed unnecessary. The yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected 
to occur in the project area or general vicinity. Implementation of any of the Alternatives 
would have No Effect on the species. 

5.0 SUMMAl^V 

this BA evaluates the potential for each listed species to be directly or indirectly impacted 
by any of the Alternatives. This assessment is based on a review of the species' preferred 
habitats (as desorib&d abovie) ahd its recorded occurrence locations in the area. Based 
upon this information, a determination was made regarding the potential for each species 
to be directly or indirectly affected by the Alternatives. Table 2 summarizes the effects 
analysis for the federally listed species potentially occurring in the project area. This table 
Includes the rationale for the determinations related to each alternative. 

In the case of species which clearly do not occur in the area and have no potential to be 
directly or indirectly impacted by the project (e.g., plant species occurring at elevations 
outside that of the Project Area), a "No Effect" determination was made. In the c^se of 
species which occur or may occur in the area and which may be directly or indirectly 
affected by an Alternative, a further evaluation of potential impacts follows. 

Alterhatives A, B, C, and D 

Under Alternatives B and C, a May Affect-^ Not Likely to Adversely Affect determination 
was made for the Last Chance Townsendia as it is known to occur near the project area 
and habitat exists within the project corridor. Under any action alternative, a determinatipn 
of May Affect - Not Likely to Adversely Affect was made for San Rafael CactusWinkler 
Caetus as potential habitat occurs, but the species was not found during surveys. Under 
any action alternative, a determination of May Affect - Not Likely to Adversely Affect vjas 
made for bald eagle, because wintering migratory eagles may be found on the newly 
constructed road in search for carrion. No impacts to any of the other listed species were 
identified for any of the action alternatives or the No Action Alternative. The future status 
of each of the listed species is hot expected to be influenced by this Project. 
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6.0 Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects analysis for a BA addresses "those effects of future State or private 
activities, not involving Federal activities, that are reasonably certain to occur within the 
action area of the Federal action subject to consultation (50 CFR Page 377)." No known 
Gumuiativ(3 effects 6n federaliy listed species are expected as a result of past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable actions. 
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APPENDIX G 
SOILS TABLE 



SOIL RESOURCES IN THE PROJECT AREA 



FOREST SERVICE SOILS 


USES Map 


Soil Series 
components and 
Inclusions 


Taxonomic 


Landscape Position and 
SloDe3 


Elevation 
AMSL4 
(feet) 


Water 
Erodibility 
(K Factor) 


Wind 
Erodihilitv 


Salinity 


Drainage 
ClassS 


Permeability 


Erosion 
TTa/ards 




(component - 50%) 


Lithic Ustic 
Torriorthents 


Ridgetops 
15 - 60% slopes 




0.15 


8 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderately 
rapid 


High 


21A 


(component - 30%) 


Ustic Torriorthents 


Mountansides 


7,280 
to 










Moderately 










15 - 60% slopes 


8,425 


0.17 


8 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


rapid 


Moderate 




(component - 10%) 


Rock Outcrops 


Intermixed 
















57 


(component - 80%) 


Typic Argiustolls 


Hillsides 
10 - 40% slopes 


7,400 to 
8,200 


0.28 


6 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderately 
slow 


Slight to 
Moderate 


58 


(component - 50%) 


Lithic Ustorthents 


Ridgetops 
25 - 60 % slopes 


7,300 

to 


0.15 


8 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderately 
rapid 


High 




(component - 30%) 


Typic Ustorthents 


Mountainsides 
25 - 60% slopes 


8,400 


0.20 


8 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderately 
rapid 


Moderate 
to high 


69 


(component - 50%) 


Cumulic 
HaplustoUs 


Riparian Areas 
0 - 8% slopes 


6,880 
to 


0.32 


6 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderate 


None to 
slight 




^comtioTieTit - 30%^ 


Fluvaquentic 
HaplustoUs 


Riparian Areas 
0 - 8% slopes 


7,360 


0.37 


6 


Non-saline 


Moderately 
well drained 


Moderately 
slow 


None 








Mountainsides 














Moderate 


7"? 


(component - 50%) 


Ustic Haplocryalfs 


25 - 60% slopes 


6,950 
8,257 


0.28 


6 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderate 


(component - 25%) 


Ustic Eutrochrepts 


Moimtainsides 


0.24 


5 


Non-saline 


Somewhat 


Rapid 


Moderate 
to high 








25 - 60% slopes 










excessively 






(component - 50%) 


Ustic Haplargids 


Mountainsides 
25 - 60% slopes 




0.28 


6 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderately 
slow 


Moderate 


lA 


(component - 25%) 


Typic Haplustalfs 


Mountainsides 
15 - 60% slopes 


to 
8,250 


0.32 


6 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderately 
slow 


Moderate 




(component - 1 5%) 


Lithic Ustic 
Haplargids 


Ridgetops 
15 - 60% slopes 




0.17 


6 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderate 


Moderate 
to high 



FOREST SERVICE SOILS 


USES Map 
Symbols 


Soil Series 
components and 
Inclusions 


Taxonomic 
Classifications 


Landscape Position and 
Slopes 


Elevation 
AMSL4 
(feet) 


Water 
Erodibility 
(K Factor) 


Wind 
Erodibility 


Salinity 


Drainage 
ClassS 


Permeability 


Erosion 
Hazards 




(component - 65%) 


Ustic Haplocryalfs 


Hillsides 
8 - 25% slopes 


7,250 


0.28 


6 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderately 
slow 


Slight 


77 


(component - 25%) 


Ustollic 
Haplocryalfs 


Hillsides 
8 - 25% slopes 


to 
8,000 


0.28 


6 


Non-saline 


Well drained 


Moderately 
slow 


Slight 


78 


Undifferentiated 
Group 


Typic Ustorthents 
& Rubblelands 


Hillsides and Mountainsides 
(very steep) 


6,925 

to 
7,850 


0.20 


6/8 


Non-saline 


Variable 


Moderate 


Slight to 
high 








sides of mesas, benches. 
















Gerst- 
Travessilla- 
Chupadera 

Association 
1 to 15% slopes 
254 


Gerst Series 


Ustic Torriorthents 


terraces, and canyons; 
mountain and hill slopes 
3-70% slopes 


5,500-7,500 


0.05-0.24 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
slow 


severe 


Travessilla Series 


Lithic Ustic 
Torriorthents 


mesas, benches, canyon 
sides; mountain and foot 
slopes 
1-80% slopes 


5,500-7,500 


0.28 


3 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


high 


Chupadera 


Ustollic 
Calciorthids 


benches and terraces 
1-15% slopes 


5,600-7,400 


0.32 


3 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate 








sides of mesas, benches. 
















Gerst- 
Travessilla- 
Strych-Rock 

Outcrop 
complex, 1 to 
30% slopes 
255 


Gerst Series 


Ustic Torriorthents 


terraces, and canyons; 
mountain and hill slopes 
3-70% slopes 


5,500-7,500 


0.05-0.24 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
slow 


severe 


Travessilla Series 


Lithic Ustic 
Torriorthents 


mesas, benches, canyon 
sides; mountain and foot 
slopes 
1-80% slopes 


5,500-7,500 


0.28 


3 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


high 






canyon and escarpments 
















Strych Series 


Ustic Haplocalcids 


sideslopes, generally on 
tocslopcs and south aspects 
20-80" 0 slopes 


5,500-7,500 


0.2 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate to 
high 



FOREST SERVICE SOILS 


NRCS Map 
Unit 


Soil Series 
components and 
Inclusions 


Taxonomic 
Classifications 


Landscape Position 
and Slope3 


Elevation 
AMSL4 (feet) 


Water 
Erodibility 
(K Factor) 


Wind 
Erodibility 


Salinity 


Drainage 
ClassS 


Permeability 


Erosion 
Hazards 


Cabba-Strych- 

Badland 
complex, 3 to 70 
percent slopes 
261 


Cabba Series 


Typic Ustorthents 


benches, canyon rims, 
steep canyon sides 
3-70% slopes 


5,000-8,200 


0.17 


8 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 


Strych Series 


Ustic Haplocalcids 


canyon and escarpments 
sideslopes, generally on 
toeslopes and south 
aspects 
20-80% slopes 


5,000-8,200 


0.2 


8 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate to 
high 


Moffat fine 
sandy loam, 1 to 
6 percent slopes 
522 


Moffat Series 


Typic Haplocalcids 


alluvial fans and benches 
1-6% slopes 


5,400-5,600 


0.24 


3 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate 


Strych very 
stony loam, dry, 
3 to 30 percent 
slopes 
534 


Strych Series 


Ustic Haplocalcids 


canyon and escarpments 
sideslopes, generally on 
toeslopes and south 
aspects 
20-80% slopes 


5,400-6,400 


0.2 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate to 
high 


Gerst-Strych- 
Badland 
complex, 3 to 50 
percent slopes 
569 


Gerst Series 


Ustic Torriorthents 


sides of mesas, benches, 
terraces, and canyons; 
mountain and hill slopes 
3-70% slopes 


6,100-7,200 


0.05-0.24 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
slow 


severe 


Strych Series 


Ustic Haplocalcids 


canyon and escarpments 
sideslopes, generally on 
toeslopes and south 

aspects 
20-80% slopes 


6,100-7,200 


0.2 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate to 
high 


Hemandez- 
Chupadera 
complex, 1 to 8 
percent slopes 
AKC2 


Hernandez Series 


Ustollic 
Calciorthids 


fan terraces 
1-8% slopes 


5,600-7,400 


0.28 


4L 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderate 


moderate 


Chupadera Series 


Ustollic 
Calciorthids 


benches and terraces 
1-15% slopes 


5,600-7,400 


0.32 


3 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate 


Beebe loamy 
fine sand, 1 to 3 
percent slopes 
BeB 


Beebe Series 


Typic 
Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans and flood 
plains 
0-6% slopes 


4,000-6,500 


0.49 


2 


moderate 
to very 
strongly 


well drained 


rapid 


high 



FOREST SERVICE SOILS 


NRCS Map 
Unit 


Soil Series 
components and 
Inclusions 


Taxonomic 
Classifications 


Landscape Position 
and Slope3 


Elevation 
AMSL4 (feet) 


Water 
Erodibility 
(K Factor) 


Wind 
Erodibility 


Salinity 


Drainage 
ClassS 


Permeability 


Erosion 
Hazards 


Badland- 
Rubbleland- 
Rock Outcrop 
complex, 

50 to 80 percent 
slopes 
BY 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


Chipeta-Badland 

complex, 3 to 20 
percent slopes 

CBl-'2 


Chipeta Series 


Typic 
Torriorthcnts 


hills 
1-20% slopes 


5,400-6,100 


0.43 


4L 


moderate 
to strong 


well drained 


slow 


very high 


Shupert-Winetti 
complex, 1 to 8 
percent slopes 
CIC 


Shupert Series 


Typic Ustifluvents 


narrow valley and 

canyon floors 
1-8% slopes 


4,600-7,200 


0.24 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


slow 


moderate 


Winetti Series 


Typic Ustifluvents 


narrow valley and 

canyon floors 
1-8% slopes 


4,600-7,200 


0.2 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


slight 


Persayo- 
GreybuU- 
Utaline 
complex, 5 to 15 
percent slopes 
C0D2 


Persayo Series 


Typic 
Torriorthcnts 


hillslopes 
1-30% slopes 


5,400-5,700 


0.10-0.37 


4L-8 


slightly to 
strongly 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 


GreybuU Series 


Typic 
Torriorthcnts 


foot slopes of shale hills 
3 to 8% slopes 


5,400-5,700 


0.37 


4L 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
slow 


moderate 


Utaline Series 


Typic Haplocalcids 


mesas, high terraces, and 
fan remnants 
1-25% slopes 


5,400-5,700 


0.28 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderate 


moderate to 
high 


Comodore- 
Datino Variant 
complex, 40 to 

60 percent 

slopes 
DHG2 


Comodore Series 


Lithic 
HaploboroUs 


mountain slopes 
50-70% slopes 


6,800-8,100 


0.10 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderate 


high 


Datino Variant 


Typic HaploboroUs 


mountain slopes 
15-80% slopes 


6,800-8,100 


0.02 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderate 


high 


Ferron silt loam, 
0 to 3 percent 
slopes 
Fr 


Ferron Series 


Typic Fluvaquents 


alluvial fans and alluvial 
valley bottoms 
0-3% slopes 


5,400-5,700 


0.49 


8 


slight to 
strong 


poorly 
drained 


moderate 


slight 



FOREST SERVICE SOILS 


NRCS Map 
Unit 


Soil Series 
components and 
Inclusions 


Taxonomic 
Classifications 


Landscape Position 
and Slope3 


Elevation 
AMSL4 (feet) 


Water 
Erodibility 
(K Factor) 


Wind 
Erodibility 


Salinity 


Drainage 
ClassS 


Permeability 


Erosion 
Hazards 


Glenberg- 
Pherson- 
Colorow 
Complex, 0 to 
15 percent 
slopes 
GLC 


Glenberg Series 


Ustic Torrifluvents 


flood plains, valley 
floors, and low terraces 
1-6% slopes 


5,000-7,000 


0.32 


2 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate 


Pherson Series 


Ustic Torrifluvents 


drainageways 

2-15% slopes 


5,000-7,000 


0.25-0.34 


4 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


shght 


Colorow Series 


Oxyaquic 
Torrifluvents 


floodplains, fans, low 
terraces 
0-4% slopes 


5,000-7,000 


0.32 


2 


non-saline 


moderately 
well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate 


Ravola-GuUied 
Land-Libbings- 
Hunting (saline) 
complex, 0 to 10 
percent slopes 
Gu 


Ravola Series 


Tvpic 
Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans and narrow 
valley floors 
1-6% slopes 


5,300-6,000 


0.49 


4L 


non- to 
moderate 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 


Gullied Land 
Series 


N/A* 


N/A* 


5,300-6,000 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


N/A* 


Libbings Series 


Gypsic Aquisalids 


foot slopes or shale hills 
0-3% slopes 


5,300-6,000 


0.43 


4L 


strongly 
saline 


poorly 
drained 


slow 


moderate 


Hunting Series 


Aquic 
Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans and valley 

floors 
1-3% slopes 


5,300-6,000 


0.43 


4L 


slight to 
strong 


somewhat 

poorly 
drained 


moderate 


slight 


Hunting loam, 1 
to 3 percent 
slopes 
Hn 


Hunting Series 


Hunting Series 


Aquic Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans and 
valley floors 
1-3% slopes 


5,400-5,700 


0.43 


4L 


slight to 
strong 


somewhat 
poorly drained 


moderate 


Persayo- 
GreybuU 

complex, 3 to 8 
percent slopes 

KyVC 


Persayo Series 


Typic 
Torriorthents 


hillslopes 
1-30% slopes 


5,400-5,700 


0.10-0.37 


4L-8 


slightly to 
strongly 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 


Greybui! Series 


Typic 

Toniortiienis 


foot slopes of shale hills 

3 lo 8% slopes 


5,400-5,700 


0.37 


4L 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 

slow- 


moderate 


Podo-Rock 

Outcrop 
complex, 50 to 
70 percent 
slopes 
KXH 


Podo Series 


Lithic Ustorthents 


canyon slopes 
30-80% slopes 


5,200-8,900 


0.15 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate 



FOREST SERVICE SOILS 


NRCS Map 
Unit 


Soil Series 
components and 
Inclusions 


Taxonomic 
Classifications 


Landscape Position 
and Slopes 


Elevation 
AMSL4 (feet) 


Water 
Erodibility 
(K Factor) 


Wind 
Erodibility 


Salinity 


Drainage 
ClassS 


Permeability 


Erosion 
Hazards 


Minchey- 
Clifsand 
complex, 0-30 
percent slopes 
MsB 


Minchey Series 


Typic Haplocalcids 


benches and mesas 
1-3% slopes 


5,500-6,000 


0.37 


4L 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderate 


moderate 


Clifsand Series 


Typic Haplocalcids 


mesas and benches 
3-10% slopes 


5,500-6,000 


0.28 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


rapid 


moderate to 
high 


Podo-Cabba- 

Doney Family 
complex, 2 to 70 
percent slopes 
MUE 


Podo Series 


Lithic Ustorthents 


canyon slopes 
30-80% slopes 


5,900-9,000 


0.15 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


moderate 


Cabba Series 


Typic Ustorthents 


benches, canyon rims, 

steep canyon sides 
3-70% slopes 


5,900-9,000 


0.17 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 


Doney Family 
Series 


Typic Haplocryalfs 


mountain sideslope, 
generally north aspect or 

in draws 
20-80% slopes 


5,900-9,000 


0.2 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderate 


moderate 


Lazear-Pinon- 
Gerst complex, 
5 to 30 percent 

slopes 

NFE 


Lazear Series 


Lithic Ustic 
Torriorthents 


ridges and edges of 
mesas 

0-35% slopes 


5,200-8,000 


0.2-0.28 


4L 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


severe 


Pinon Series 


Lithic UstoUic 
Calciorthids 


knolls, ridges, mesas and 
hillslopes 
1-30% slopes 


5,200-8,000 


0.2-2.8 


4L 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
slow 


N/A* 


Gerst Series 


Ustic Torriorthents 


sides of mesas, benches, 
terraces, and canyons; 
mountain and hill slopes 
3-70% slopes 


5,200-8,000 


0.05-0.24 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
slow 


severe 


Gerst-Lazear- 
Badland 
complex, 2 to 65 
percent slopes 
NNE2 


Gerst Series 


Ustic Torriorthents 


sides of mesas, benches, 
terraces, and canyons; 
mountain and hill slopes 
3-70% slopes 


5,200-8,000 


0.05-0.24 


8 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
slow 


severe 


Lazear Series 


Lithic Ustic 
Torriorthents 


ridges and edges of 
mesas 
0-35% slopes 


5,200-8,000 


0.2-0.28 


4L 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


severe 


Haverdad loam, 
alkali, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 
0CA2 


Haverdad Series 


Ustic Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans, fan 
terraces, and valley 
floors 
1-8% slopes 


5,600-6,200 


0.32 


4L 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 



FOREST SERVICE SOILS 


NRCS Map 
Unit 


Soil Series 
components and 
Inclusions 


Taxonomic 
Classifications 


Landscape Position 
and Slope3 


Elevation 
AMSL4 (feet) 


Water 
Erodibility 
(K Factor) 


Wind 
Erodibility 


Salinity 


Drainage 
ClassS 


Permeability 


Erosion 
Hazards 


Penoyer Variant 

loam, 1 to 3 
percent slopes 
PeB 


Penoyer Variant 
Series 


Typic 
Torriorthents 


alluvial fans and valley 
floors 
1-6% slopes 


5,400-6,000 


0.43 


4L 


non- to 

slighty 
saline 


well drained 


moderate 


moderate 


Penoyer Variant 
loam, 3 to 6 
percent slopes 
PeC2 


Penoyer Variant 
Series 


Typic 
Torriorthents 


alluvial fans and valley 
floors 
1-6% slopes 


5,400-5,900 


0.43 


4L 


non- to 

slighty 
saline 


well drained 


moderate 


moderate 


(Similar to) 
Penoyer Variant 
loam, 3 to 6 
percent slopes 
PsC2 


Penoyer Variant 
Series 


Typic 
Torriorthents 


alluvial fans and valley 
floors 
1-6% slopes 


5,400-5,900 


0.43 


4L 


non- to 
slighty 
saline 


well drained 


moderate 


moderate 


Ravola-Toddlcr 
complex, 1 to 6 
percent slopes 
RIA2 


Ravola Series 


Tvpic 
Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans and narrow 
valley floors 
1-6% slopes 


4,550-5,800 


0.49 


4L 


non- to 
moderate 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 


Toddler Series 


Typic 
Torrifluvents 


lake terraces and fans 
1-6% slopes 


4,550-5,800 


0.24 


5 


strongly 
saline 


well drained 


moderate 


moderate 


Ravola loam, 1 
to 3 percent 
slopes 
RIB 


Ravola Series 


Typic 
Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans and narrow 
valley floors 
1-6% slopes 


5,400-5,800 


0.49 


4L 


non- to 
moderate 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 


Ravola loam, 1 
to 6 percent 
slopes, eroded 
RIC2 


Ravola Series 


Typic 
Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans and narrow 
valley floors 
1-6% slopes 


5,300-6,000 


0.49 


4L 


non- to 
moderate 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 


Ravola- 

Slickspots 
complex, 0 to 10 
percent slopes 
RuB2 


Ravola Series 


Typic 
Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans and narrow 
valley floors 
1-6% slopes 


5,300-5,900 


0.49 


4L 


non- to 
moderate 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


moderate 


Clifsand, 1 to 8 
percent slopes 
SID2 


Clifsand Series 


Typic Haplocalcids 


mesas and benches 
3-10% slopes 


5,000-6,500 


0.28 


8 


non- saline 


well drained 


rapid 


moderate to 
high 



FOREST SERVICE SOILS 


NRCS Map 
Unit 


Soil Series 
components and 
Inclusions 


Taxonomic 
Classifications 


Landscape Position 
and Slope3 


Elevation 
AMSL4 (feet) 


Water 
Erodibility 
(K Factor) 


Wind 
Erodibility 


Salinity 


Drainage 
ClassS 


Permeability 


Erosion 
Hazards 


Stomitt- 
Minchey 
complex, 1 to 10 
percent slopes 
SMD2 


Stormitt Series 


Ustic Haplocalcids 


hillslopes, benches, and 
mesas 
3-30% slopes 


5,500-6,000 


0.15 


8 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderate 


medium 


Minchey Series 


Typic Haplocalcids 


benches and mesas 

1-3% slopes 


5,500-6,000 


0.37 


4L 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderate 


moderate 


Lazcar-Pinon- 
Rock Outcrop 
complex, 0 to 30 
percent slopes 
THD2 


Lazear Series 


Lithic Ustic 
Torriorthents 


ridges and edges of 
mesas 
0-35% slopes 


5,200-7,200 


0.2-0.28 


4L 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
permeable 


severe 


Pinon Series 


Lithic UstoIIic 
Calciorthids 


knolls, ridges, mesas and 
hillslopes 
1-30% slopes 


5,200-7,200 


0.2-2.8 


4L 


non- saline 


well drained 


moderately 
slow 


N/A* 


Trook gravelly 

fine sandy loam, 
2 to 6 % slopes 
TrC 


Trook Series 


Typic Calciorthids 


fan pediments 
2-6% slopes 


6,000-8,000 


0.32 


3 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderate to 
rapid 


slight 


Green River- 
Juva Variant 
complex, 0 to 5 
percent slopes 
TY 


Green River 


Aquic Ustifluvents 


flood plains 

0-2% slopes 


4,600-5,900 


0.43 


4L 


none to 
shght 


moderately 
well drained 


moderate 


slight 


Juva Variant 


Typic 
Torrifluvents 


alluvial fans and valley 
floors 
1-5% slopes 


4,600-5,900 


0.37 


3 


non-saline 


well drained 


moderately 
rapid 


slight 



N/A is not available, the data or information for this soil parameter is not available. 

^ Soil series is an official map unit for mapping and describing soils, either mapped as a single series or combined with other series into associations and complexes. 
^Soil taxonomy is the establishment of hierarchies of classes that permit us to understand, as fully as possible, the relationship among soils and between soils. 
^The position in the landforms that the soil series occupies. The slope or grade is expressed in a percentage as an inclination above horizontal (0%). 
^AMSL is above mean sea level or elevation in feet above seal level (0 feet). 
Sjhe susceptibility of soil siu'face to erosion by the action of water. 

set of classes given integer designations for 1 to 8 based on properties of surface horizon that affect susceptibility to wind erosion. 
^The relative amount of soluble salts in the soil as measured by electrical conductivity. 
^The relative wetness of the soil under natural conditions as it pertains to wetness due to water table. 
'^The classes are based on the amount of water that would move downward through a saturated in-place soil. 
I'^The is the probability that erosion damage may occur as a result of site preparation and construction. 



APPENDIX H 
VEGETATION LISTS 



Plant Communities and Vegetation Lists by Alternative 



Greasewood Community 

The greasewood community is present throughout the lower elevation portions of the project area, in 
combination with shadscale and/or sagebrush, rabbitbrush, and patchy understory grasses. Included in 
this type are pockets of a low shrub community (shadscale and sagebrush) where greasewood is lacking. 
Species include: 



Low Shrub Community 

This low, desert shrub community occurs as inclusions in the greasewood community and is also found 
on the gently sloping bench at the junction of Alternative C and SR-10. Species may include: 



Pinyon- Juniper Community 

The pinyon-juniper community type includes areas of sparse juniper on the steep, rocky slopes above 
Quitchupah Creek Road, as well as pinyon and juniper present on slopes in the upper parts of the canyon. 



big sagebrush 



Artemisia tridentata 

Bromus tectorum 
Sarcobatus venniculatus 
Tetradymia spinosa 
Ephedra viridis 
Opuntia sp 
Atriplex confertifolia 
Guiterrezia sarothrae 



cheat grass 

greasewood 

horsebrush 

Mormon tea 

prickly pear 

shadscale 

snakeweed 



Castle Valley saltbush 
cryptanth 
desert buckwheat 
fishhook cactus 
fringed sage 
galleta grass 
Jones townsendia 
low sage 
Mormon tea 
prickly pear 
scarlet globemallow 
snakeweed 
winterfat 



Atriplex gardneri var. cuneata 
Cryptantha flava 
Eriogonum ovalifolium 
Sclerocactus whipplei 
Artemisia frigida 
Hilaria jamesii 
Townsendia jonesii 
Artemisia arbuscula 
Ephedra viridis 
Opuntia polyacantha 
Sphaeralcea coccinea 
Guiterrezia sarothrae 
Ceratoides lanata 



bluebunch wheatgrass 

claretcup cactus 

greasewood 

Indian ricegrass 

pinyon 

sagebrush 

shadscale 

twinpod 

Utah juniper 

western wheatgrass 

white cryptanth 

yucca 



A. spicatum 

Echinocereus triglochidatus 
Sarcobatus vermiculatus 
Oryzopsis hymenoides 
Pinus edulis 
Artemisia tridentata 
Atriplex confertifolia 
Physaria acutifoia 
Juniperus osteosperma 
Agropyron smithii 
Cryptantha sp. 
Yucca sp. 



Mountain Brush Community 

The mountain brash community occurs in the bottom areas of the upper canyon and includes patches of 
gambel's oak as well as bigtooth maple, serviceberry, woods rose, Oregon grape, sagebrush, rabbitbrush, 
and manzanita. 



Douglas Fir Woodland 

Near the junction of Quitchupah Creek Road and Acord Lakes Road at about 7,600 feet elevation, the 
vegetation on the north facing slopes transitions to a Douglas Fir Woodland, with Mountain Brush in the 
drainage bottom. Across the Acord Lakes Road on south facing slopes, the pinyon-juiriper commuirity 
predominates, and includes mountain mahogany. 

On north facing slope: 



bigtooth maple 
burdock 
chokecherry 
Gambel's oak 
Indian ricegrass 
manzanita 

Mountain big sagebrush 

Oregon grape 

rabbitbrush 

sagebrush 

SaHna wildrye 

serviceberry 

willow 

woods rose 



Acer grandidentatum 

Arctium sp. 

Prunus virginiana 

Quercus gamhellii 

Oryzopsis hymenoides 

Arctostaphylos patula 

Artemisia tridentata var. Vaseyana 

Mahonia repens 

Chrysothamnus nauseosus 

Artemisia tridentata 

Elymus salinus 

Amelanchier utahensis 

Salix sp. 

Rosa woodsii 



aspen 

bigtooth maple 
Douglas fir 
Engelmann spruce 
Gambel oak 
subalpine fir 
White fir 



Populus tremuloides 
Acer grandidentatum 
Pseudotsuga menziesii 
Picea engelmannii 
Quercus gambelii 
Abies lasiocarpa 
Abies concolor 



On south facing slope: 



mountain mahogany 

pinyon 

Utah juniper 



Cercocarpus ledifolius 
Pinus edulis 
Juniperus occidentalis 



Following is a list of plant species identified during review of Alternative B - Quitchupah Creek Road. 



QUITCHUPAH 

Common Name 

aspen 

basin big sagebrush 

bigtooth maple 

birchleaf mountain mahogany 

bluebunch wheatgrass 

burdock 

Castle Valley saltbush 
cheat grass 
chokecherry 
claretcup cactus 
Cryptanth 

curlleaf mountain mahogany 
dock 

Douglas fir 
Eaton penstemon 
Engelmaim spruce 
erigeron 
fishhook cactus 
fringed sage 
galleta grass 
Gambel's oak 
gooseberry 
greasewood 
hairy grama grass 
horsebrush 
horsetail 
hymenoxys 
Indian paintbrush 
Indian ricegrass 
Jones' townsendia 
low sagebrush 
manzanita 
Mormon tea 
Oregon grape 
pinyon pine 
pricklypear cactus 
serviceberry 
rabbitbrush 
red-osier dogwood 
rubber rabbitbrush 
rush 

Russian olive 
saltgrass 



CREEK ROAD ALTERNATIVE B 
Scientific Name 

Populus tremuloides 
A. tridentata var. tridentata 
Acer grandidentatum 
Cercocarpus montanus 
Agropyron spicatum 
Arctium sp. 

Atriplex gardneri var. cuneata 
Bromus tectorum 
Prunus virginiana 
Echinocereus triglochidiatus 
Cryptantha sp. 
Cercocarpus ledifolius 
Rumex sp. 

Pseudotsuga menziesii 
Penstemon eatonii 
Picea engelmannii 
Erigeron sp. 
Sclerocactus parviflorus 
A. frigida 
Hilaria jamesii 
Quercus gambelii 
Ribes sp. 

Sarcobatus vermiculatus 
Bouteloua hirsuta 
Tetradymia spinosa 
Equisetum sp. 
Hymenoxys sp. 
Castilleja exilis 
Oryzopsis hymenoides 
Townsendia jonesii var. jonesii 
A. arbuscula 
Arctostaphylos patula 
Ephedra sp. 
Mahonia repens 
Pinus edulis 
Opuntia polyacantha 
Amelanchier alnifolia 
Chrysothamnus nauseosus 
Cornus stolonifera 
Chrysothamnus nauseosus 
Juncus articus 
Eleagnus angustifolia 
Distichlis spicata 



QUITCHUPAH CREEK ROAD ALTERNATIVE B 



Common Name 


Scientific Name 


sedge 


Carex aquatilis 


shadscale 


Atriplex confertifolia 


snakeweed 


Gutierrezia sarothrae 


spring-parsley 


Cymopterus sp. 


squawbush 


Ribes cereiim 


tamarisk 


Tamarix pentandra 


thistle 


Cirsium sp. 


Twistflower 


Streptanthus cordatus 


Utah juniper 


Jiinipenis osteosperma 


Uinta groundsel 


Senecio multilohatus 


watercress 


Rorripa nasturtium-aguaticum 


western wheatgrass 


Agropyron smithii 


white fir 


Abies concolor 


white virgin's bower 


Clematis liguisticifolia 


wild rose 


Rosa woodsii 


willow 


Salix exigua 


winterfat 


Ceratoides lanata 


Wyoming sagebrush 


Artemisia tridentata var. wyomingensis 


yellow sweetclover 


Melilotus officinalis 


yucca 


Yucca sp. 



In addition to the plant species Usted above for Alternate B, the Alternate Junction, Alternative C species 
list includes the following: 



ALTERNATE JUNCTION/ALTERNATE DESIGN ALTERNATIVE C 



Common Name 

curlycup gumweed 
desert buckwheat 
hairy plantain 
needle and thread grass 
prickly sandwort 
stemless wooUybase 
sunray 

thrifty goldenweed 

white tufted evening primrose 



Scientific Name 

Grindelia squarrosa 
Eriogonum sp. 
Plantago patigonica 
Stipa comata 
Arenaria aculeata 
Hymenoxys acaulis 
Enceliopsis nudicaulis 
Happlopappus armeroides 
Oenothera caespitosa 



Following is a list of plant species identified during review of Water Hollow - Alternative D. 



WATER HOLLOW ROUTE ALTERNATIVE D 



Common Name 


Scientific Name 


basin big sagebrush 


A. tridentata var. tridentata 


birchleaf mountain mahogany 


Cercocarpus montanus 


black sagebrush 


A. nova 


bladder-pod 


Physaria spp. 


Castle Valley saltbush 


Atriplex cuneata 


claretcup cactus 


Echinocereus triglochidiatus 


Cryptanth 


Cryptantha sp. 


Eaton penstemon 


Penstemon eatonii 


erigeron 


Erigeron sp. 


fishhook cactus 


Sclerocactus parviflorus 


fringed sage 


A. frigida 


Gambel oak 


Querciis gambellii 


hairy grama grass 


Bouteloua hirsuta 


honeysuckle 


Lonicera utahensis 


hymenoxys 


Hymenoxys sp. 


Indian paintbrush 


Castilleja exilis 


Indian ricegrass 


Oryzopsis hymenoides 


Jones' townsendia 


Townsendia jonesii var. jonesii 


kentrophyta 


Astragalus kentrophyta 


Mormon tea 


Ephedra torreyana 


pallid milkweed 


Asclepias cryptoceras 


pinyon pine 


Piniis edulis 


pricklypear cactus 


Opuntia polyacantha 


rubber rabbitbrush 


Chrysothamnus nauseosus 


serviceberry 


Amelanchier alnifolia 


Simpson footcactus 


Pediocactus simpsonii 


slender wheatgrass 


Elymus trachycaulus 


snakeweed 


Gutierrezia sarothrae 


spring-parsley 


Cymopterus sp. 


tamarisk 


Tamarix chinensis 


Twistflower 


Streptanthus cordatus 


Uinta groundsel 


Senecio muhilobatus 


Utah juniper 


Juniperus osteosperma 


white snowberry 


Symphoricarpos albus 


woolly locoweed 


Astragalus mollissimus 


Wyoming sagebrush 


Artemisia tridentata var. wyomingensis 


yucca 


Yucca sp. 



